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IfiTrT WchH ft M4IH4I ( T^T Mdldil <ft ^tfcFT ) IHT ^Tlft ffnr 7TTT wffffeF 3TT^T 3ft? 3lfsH£EHTf 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


ffrT H’lMR 
(RtTN i)4li* R'HHI) 

df ffwft, 9 3 T^^t, 2017 

^T.3ir. 2498 — (WJ T#tf iwj) ^T i 1970 % WS 3 % (1) aftr tsPJ^ 8 

(1) % 9=TTST Tf^T, Wft (^Wff 44 3^ Ff spRur) arf^f^TR-, 1970 # STITT 9 ft^WTTI 

(3) % WS (^) $TTTT THUT ^rfrFTff 4T W1 ^tt if^T (nw, Ur]£UI, TFc^T 3TFFT ftt^r % 
ft ^rrri ^Md (^pn ffff 27.6.1962) ft W TT^r ^ 3Rflr % f%TT 

3TW 3UT% cfHF, ^fr ^fr ft, TFcPT tftn it + |4HM + f rpr ^Trft fl 

[W.f. 4/5/(1)201 7-4 t4t-I] 

slid!dll TFT, 3RT7lf^ 


6247 GI/2017 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2498. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Bajrang Singh Shekhawat (DOB: 27.6.1962), General Manager, Central Bank of 
India as Executive Director in Central Bank of India for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge 
of the post or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(l)2017-BO-I] 
INANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


R~4), 9 2017 

2499.— (WST ttct FFTST) 1980 3 (1) 3ftrn^8 

(1) %fft t rf&7r, wft (bh *h\ w sfftR et fftf) arRarf^rF, 1980 #httt 9 

(3) % wz (FT) s*TTT FEET $lf%Fff FT WET FTTt fTT lid£KI, ’sft FtRfe 

xr?f. #rpt 26.3.1960) FT FTFTT TFFT FT% # TTTftW % RhTF 31.3.2020 FF WET FF# 

arRHRfctl # FlfEF FF 3JW 3FT% 3n%$ff FF, FT ?ft F^pt ft, W ttt f^ST % # F|4 hMF RRsTF % FF 

FT RtfFi FTTft || 

[FT.F. 4/5/(2)2017-fTFT-I] 
slidId!0 TFT, 3FFHl%F 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2499. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1980 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1980, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Govind N. Dongre (DOB: 26.3.1960), General Manager, Vijaya Bank as Executive 
Director in Punjab & Sind Bank w.e.f the date of his taking over charge of the post upto 31.3.2020 i.e. the date of his 
superannuation or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(2)2017-BO-I] 
INANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


•rf 9 sfitjft, 2017 

FT.3]r. 2500.— <l£)4$cl #F (WST E/T FFFST) T#F, 1970 % UTS 1 3 F FF-FF (1) #T^rg-8 
FTF-^FF (1) %TTFTFf&F, 3'++1-0 FFtft (EWTf TT SI#T F4 3FTTW) STf^f^HT, 1970 #£TRT 9 #FF£rRT 
(3) % WS (4) FT7T FFF HfrFFT FT Wtr FT?t fir, ip#T FTFTT, TTFfTTr, #F%FFTFFS1F ’ft FFF 

fFTT ’fRl-Md (^FF Rff 15.10.1967) Ft FFFTT TFFT FT% ft FlfEF % #F Ff ft ST^fsT f f%tr FFFT 
3FFt 'iTTT&ft cT^f, ft ft Ftpt ft, if^FT #FF Flf-IMF fffHF% FF FTffjF FFft f I 

[FT.F. 4/5/(3)2017-ftft-I] 

slid) did TFT, 3TFT Hf%F 
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New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2500.— In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Ajay Kumar Srivastava (DOB: 15.10.1967), General Manager, Allahabad Bank as 
Executive Director in Indian Overseas Bank for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the 
post or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(3)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


d"t RwTl, 9 3TTOJR, 2017 

^FT.3fl\ 2501. — GjJk'Jid #4 (RSTR4roffaf HR&T) 1970 3 4RHR (1) #7^8 

% RHR (1) %HT4 TfeTf, 14+1-0 Wft (3H4BT 4T 3T^T RT 3TRR) 1970 # SRI 9 RTHRi 

(3) % W? (4) 7ITOI 4T WET R7T fir, r£ET R+R, Ud£KI, RTT^RR #4 % RTRTRF 

HTW 44T 7R (RR- 3.7.1965) 4f RWR 4RT # d 1-0 tel % rfhT # 3Rf^ % fror 3TRTT 
3R% 'iRsff44, RT sft R% ft, %RT #4if +|4'-IM + f^T4% R Rf^rF4Rfr |l 

[W. 4/5/(4)201 7-tStR-I] 

slid)dll 7 RT, RRHf %4 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2501.— In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Matam Venkata Rao (DOB: 3.7.1965), General Manager, Allahabad Bank as 
Executive Director in Canara Bank for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the post or 
until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(4)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


-To R<r<rTl, 9 smjror, 2017 

4T.3fl\ 2502. — -Ulfld^d #4 (RSI rotTOpEf ERST) 1980 3 (1) 

% RHR (1) % HR TfeH, 1+41-0 wft (RRTf +T TOT 3TRR) 1980 # SIRT 9 ^ RT&IRT 

(3) % Tihr (4) ron rh §rf%Rf 4T wr 4R R4R, trirt, #4 #4 % HfiRST4 

(ror f^Rr 11.12.i960) +t rhr rr 4 rt # roffR % «fhr rof # Rft % hrt 

RFC 'ilR&fi 44, 4T 7ft TRT fr, 3TTRTT #4 # +l4'-IH+ f?t%44% R Rf^TF44ft f I 

[R.H. 4/5/(5)2017-4W-I] 


Id)d)0 TT4, 3jRHf%H 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2502.— In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1980 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1980, the Central 
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Government hereby appoints Shri Kul Bhushan Jain (DOB: 11.12.1960), General Manager, Bank of India as Executive 
Director in Andhra Bank for a period of three years w.e.f the date of his taking over charge of the post or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(5)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

BIT 9 2017 

spT.aff. 2503. — tn (WSTFtRWT) 1970 % W 3 (1) 4)711^8 

(i) wft (m *4) rt 3t#t rr srrr) 1970 #mrr 9 ^rrstri 

(3) % WS (Ri) £RT RRtT H%RTT RR WOT RiRr fir, *RRiR, Ud£KI, RRPR t&HR #Ri % HRTWJR 

it. TT%r jpnr rjr# (^r 23.6.1961) rt rrrr rtr # trOtr % cffa Rf # % f%xr 

3RTRT 3PT% RR&ff RRT, # Tfr RRR |r, ^TT # R>l4'1MR fRRRR % RR R7 RTTft tl 

[RR.TT. 4/5/(6)2017-fl'^-I] 

slIHlrflO TUT, 3TRTRf%R 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2503. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Dr. Rajesh Kumar Yaduvanshi (DOB: 23.6.1961) , General Manager, Punjab National 
Bank as Executive Director in Dena Bank for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the post 
or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(6)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

R"f RwTi, 9 RRcfRT 2017 

RR.sir. 2504 — G j|) 4 ^d #Ri (WRTT=rTpfHTHU) 1970 3 %RR-W (1) 3ftr^ 1 R'8 

% TR-’RR (1) %HTRRf&R, ^'h+l’O wft (BH *>H \ RR 3RR- Ref 3RRR) srfitf^TRB, 1970 # STRT 9 #BRSTRr 
(3) % WR 0*0 RRT RRtT HfrURf RR WR RR% fTT ibt#R TRRRT, 0d£HI, #Ri #Ti tf^TT % HRTRRW 

^trr RdiM"4) O^rb f^r 10.8.i960) # rrwr ritr rr^ di-fiG % RniT. 31.8.2020 rri 

3RTTR RR# srfiHRfrll # dl-Ofel rJT> 3JRRT 3TR% 3TT#fi ^Ri, RR 4t Tfpr ft, #Ri RTRJ ff%RT if +l4lH=h 
fR#TRi % RR RT TRrf)' || 

[RT.B. 4/5/(7)201 7-4t4t-1] 

fnTRfPT TFJ, 3TRTH#R 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2504.— In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Chaitanya Gayatri Chintapalli (DOB: 10.8.1960), General Manager, Bank of India as 
Executive Director in Bank of India w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the post up to 31.8.2020 i.e. date of his 
superannuation or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(7)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 
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<rf Rv#l, 9 2017 

^T.sir. 2505.— <l£l4$d #31 (3#ST 3 % 3 %## 33#ST) 7%#T, 1970 %#3 3 %m-RY (1) 3#r?3J3 8 
%33-#3 (1) %3T3 3f#7T, #=M>l-0 %3#t (3Msb+n 3T 37#71rt RcfTR) 3{fi)f#3B, 1970 %t STTTI 9 #333171 
(3) % W? (37) 3TTT 3371 3f%#f 33 3317 37# fir, #F#3 TTTR, Ud£KI, #31 % -H^IM 

tot. (377 f#f# 26.5.1962) 3# Rnk- 1.11.2017 3# 71 37% 713 3377 Tipi 37 # # dl-Ofel t#T^# 
3f7f# % f#rr 3771 373 # 33##f 73>, #T #t Tf# ft, [#'[#%<i #31 # 33#7TR7 f##?J3 % 37 37 i%J 3 377# || 

[33.#. 4/5/(8)2017-#t3#-I] 

5llHlrT)3 TFT, 3177 7l%7 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2505. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Krishnan S. (DOB: 26.5.1962), General Manager, Indian Bank as Executive Director 
in Syndicate Bank for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the post on or after 1.11.2017 
or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(8)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


3# R"4), 9 3T37J3T, 2017 

33.33. 2506 — GlfM^d #31 (733 tt# 7#73773) T#7, 1970 % #3 3 %37-#3 (1) 

% 37-#3 ( 1 ) % 7 T 7 3 l# 7 , #331# w# {m 33T 33 3#7 tt# #777) 37 f#f# 77 , 1970 # am 9 #731113 

(3) #1 #3 ( 31 ) IRT 777 7f#7T 33 7317 37 # fir, #3#7 37337, Ud£KI, 7Tf317T7 #31 # 7717377 
#T f#77 #37 33337 (7^7 f#f# 12.12.1962) 3# f#7T7 1.3.2018 33 3T 73% 713 33337 7^71 37# # 
dl-Otel ##7 7## 3T3f# % f#7r 3(71=11 3717 # 331, # #t 33# #1, 3313 #3133 #313 37#3P77 f##I7 

% 33 37 f#f31377# || 

[33.3. 4/5/(9)2017-#t#T-I] 
3T#7t7TI7, 337 3f#3 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2506. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub clause 
(1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Lingam Venkata Prabhakar (DOB: 12.12.1962), General Manager, Allahabad Bank 
as Executive Director in Punjab National Bank for a period of three years w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of 
the post on or after 1.3.2018 or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/(9)2017-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 
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( TTWYtoI. U^TFT ) 

M fe#, 3 3RRJTO, 2017 

TO.3TT. .2507—'Wta 3^ TO[[dl4 srfqroft TOW TTof toYr) srfsrfwr, 1948 TOl SJTCT 2 W TO? (TO) TO 
31^01 ^ 3TR71 | 

d,dd£KI, TO7 TOR TORT TO 7TO7 TOTOTOTOTO TKfel %7 fw, TOW 3F[TOR SlfTOTOKt TO fTOTTO 3 3TTOJTO, 
2017 TO TOTO7TO TO%rK SlfipFRt TO cflTTO[ WRRR TOWTsff TO f^TO TO %T( TOfTOTOT W# t I 

[TO. ^-4330/01/2016] 
7TO7T TOTO, Pi I TO (TOT^crK) 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2507. —Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Mehar Singh, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the Consulate General of India, Toronto to perform the 
Consular services with effect from 3rd October, 2017. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Director (Consular) 

M fc#, 5 3TTOJW, 2017 

TOT.3TT. 2508.—IMdPlTO 3TR TOlij#R 3#TTORt (TOW 77 TOYTO) TO 3#RW, 1948 TOt TOTO 2 TO TOT5 (TO) TO 

stjtotor 3 ^TOrfroro stkto i 

VTOSKT, TOT TOTTOR TORR TO -yiTOR, fWTR TO TO! TOTOR fw, TOTORTTO S^RRI TOT f^rfoF 5 STTOJ-TO, 

2017 TO TOTOTTOTO TOR[dl 3 #PTOrY TO TOft TOT TOR[dl TOTOT3rf TO fR#5 TO %R TOfTOTOR Wit t I 

[TO. ^t-4330/01/2016] 
WTO TOR, fRRTOTO (TON^R) 


New Delhi, the 5th October, 2017 

S.O. 2508. —Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the Embassy of India, Riyadh to perform the Consular 
services with effect from 5th October, 2017. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Director (Consular) 

M fRRRTt, 13 3RRJTO, 2017 

TOT.3TO. 2509.—IMdPlTO 3Tk TORptTO srfRTORt (TOTOTO RTO TO^TO) TO srfirfRRTO, 1948 TOt TORT 2 TO TOITO (TO) TO 
SRjTOTOR TO ^TOTfRTO 3TRTO I 

«,d<$KI, TO7 TOTTOR TOTTR TO -yidlTO, TOdldHIl TO TOt TfTOTOT YHt, TOTOITOTO SRJTORT STfTOTORt TO fTOTTTO 13 3RRJTOT, 
2017 TO TORRITO TORJRR 3#TTORt TO vfk TO TORJRR TOTOT3TI* TO Pr#R TO %tt UTfTOnT TOTRt t I 

[TO TOt—4330/01/2017 ] 
RTOTTO TOTO, fRTOTOTO (TORpR) 
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New Delhi, the 13th October, 2017 

S.O. 2509. —Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Ravinder Saini, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the Embassy of India, Santiago to perform the Consular 
services with effect from 13th October, 2017. 

[No. T-4330/01/2017] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Director (Consular) 


RTTT 


% fc#, 9 3FR£T[, 2017 

=FJT.3TT. 2510— TTTTTTT (TFT ^ WFffcl TFTDFFT ^ WT) TRHTTT fwr, 1976 ^ fWF 10 ^ 
RT-fWT (4) ^ 3FJTFTR TRF H4M4 ^ 3171% 3% WT PHHPdR2ld <=hwid4 %, 80 Rf%T7T TF 3lfeT 

3 ft^t RTF T%TTFTT7 TjFFF WTF TFT f%Tl f, 3#Rjf% TOft t 

TT%T ^oHIdNl TFTSTFF, fpTO ^RTF, 

3%311%t ^tTJT ^ TTFFf, tTTTTTTsr 65, 

RPTIt Tte, TOTO, RTT3T-342037 (TTWH) 

[TT. f-11016/1/2015-ftTf] 


■ 5 % 31TMTT, TFpfTf TTpTT 


MINISTRY OF TEXTILES 

New Delhi, the 9th October, 2017 

S.O. 2510. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government, hereby notifies the following offices of the Ministry of Textile, more 
than 80% staff whereof have acquired working knowledge of Hindi: 

National Institute of Fashion Technology, NIFT Campus, 

IIT Jodhpur, N.H. 65, Nagour Road, 

Karwar, Jodhpur-342037 (Rajasthan) 

[No. E-l 1016/1/2015-Hindi] 
PUNEET AGARWAL, Jt. Secy. 


% fwft, 13 3TT?[TT, 2017 

cFJT.3TT. 2511—W%F TTTTTTT (TFT WF%T WTOF WT) TRHTTF fw, 1976 ^ fTOT 10 ^ 

TT-fWT (4) ^ 3FJW E, TTT TOTFFT TF 3#% 3% TIFF PHHPdPteld <=hwid4 %, 80 TTRuFT TF 3lf?FF TF%FlM' 

^ ftTt T7T R4%TFFF RH W7T TFT %TT t, 3lfs[TjfTT TFTcft t 

fwn % RTF fTTTFTT RTS, 
fTTFTTT 3TFJTT (RTTTfTTRT) TFT TFTTfFR, 

TTTTTT EIFFTT, TWFTF, 

FFR-194101 (RT^TT WTk) 


[TT. %11016/1/2015-ftTt] 
■ 5 %! 3TTFTIFF, TFTTT TTpTT 
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New Delhi, the 13th October, 2017 

S.O. 2511.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government, hereby notifies the following offices of the Ministry of Textile, more 
than 80% staff whereof have acquired working knowledge of Hindi : 

Handicrafts Marketing and Service Extension Centre, 

Office of the Development Commissioner (Handicrafts), 

Thoksa House, Sketsak, 

Leh-194101 (Jammu & Kashmir) 

[No. E-l 1016/1/2015- Hindi] 
PUNEET AGARWAL, Jt. Secy. 


'dH’HlxM -H WF3 *1l4*tR' i h RcK u l 

(\3 H 4) TM ■Hl-Hrl R'Hin) 

('H llrD-M ‘il’tti ®^tl) 

Rf Rwfl, 17 rrjrt, 2017 


RT.3ir. 2512. 

RTRRUjfT UrKflHI 3T 


—RTRfiR RTRR (yHI'JM) ftP)4h 1988 % RPldh 4 % d 4 IP 4 4 (5) R RRtttut- Tf 

fsnjf%rT RTRjI ft fftr UTRRRT R RdtRI ppR RR^fr # ftR rtt f, R ^-41 RT f%TT rtt f 


r. 

R. 


wi 


RUT 

fftft Rrf / 

■H I ^ 


HKd-Hsrrfr rt ret r rrt 


RTRrftR RTRR RT SfM 


RTRT R(RTR/ 

RR;rtr) : Rtf 


6500027907 20170901 


ftuf rrttr 4Rdi 

^1 

10/60-C, fPilRHlVdd T/|T, gTJT 

TTR, rTr, 

4RRPRr]T-641 406. 


Rif RRT RR RFfl R fpTT 

WfftR # f%R ftfftff, 

ERR RRR, fft RRR 
ERTTJRTTR 


IS 9763 : 
2000 


6500028008 20170904 


ER?f SIR ff TTR TTRRT fpETR 

1/197, ^RtgR, hPmPrr '^qiq^r 
RPR, ftRJT- 641 602 


^RRRERq-RR 
(RRRRE P-ld < "t RH % 
RUTRT) 


IS 14543 
2004 


6500028109 20170908 


RR?f WEft ElRRTR 
R. 4 & 5, Rftifr. RRT, 
RtRTRRTRtr-, dftl4)MM4R 
RHFRrJT -641015 


ftPRRTftR M 4-q R z 


IS 8034 
2002 


6500028210 20170911 


ftft XTR tTR RCC?T rr%R 
R.18, RfTRTT RT?ft fft, EEftt TJTR, 
ER snf TTR TTR RHP), 

RtRfR^T "641037 


fftlRfk RfRRR 


IS 8034 
2002 


ftuf RTpSPT RRT RTfM 
5, RRT RftR RRR, ^CIR RR 3ff % 
TTR, ftR^T-641604 


6590001818 20170911 


TRTjf TTR TRTlf fpRRTTJE 
SRTiJRR/ f9ERRTff - 
IpRT ER TpTTRE 


IS 1417 
2016 


6500028311 20170915 


ER?f U & I P.R R fl 4f 7ft RTRTR 

R.7/79(1), RTRRTTRlfR, 
RpREEETRRE, RRERRRJT tRr^ 
dl^l^. RUF%, 

RlRPR^T -641109. 


fftjR RfftjTRR R fttT 
RTftRT— RTR 3— ERR 
PR RTRT f%RJR RRTTgfl 
RTftRT 


IS 9537 (Part 
3) : 1983 






[TFT II—3(ii)] TO 471 TF3T44 : 28, 2017/471^47 6, 1939 8559 


7. 

6590002012 

20170919 

TTTTft 

13/133, TOTR, ^pH4M4, 

41 Hfftftd-643233 

H 4 44 H 4 
ftPJTJr/ f$l "4 =b 1 -0 - 
^pRTTTt ^4l'+4 

IS 1417 : 

2016 

8. 

6590001919 

20170919 

ftrift 41841 7RTT iPh! 

228, ftTJT f^ 
frnr - 638402 

4,4 H u ? fftftyi-Jli, 
f$b'44)i'Tl - 
hpRTTrft ^44i4.4 

IS 1417 : 

2016 

9. 

6500028412 

20170919 

TOnf 3 h 4ft) R -hi fftfiRR, 

7£ftR IV 

W 447 ft.863, tfWPJRT, 

TITO, -641104. 

fttTftfttftdlPd (|ftl 
■s^ftl) fftrpft % 4tTOT: 

WT 1 - 1100 V TOF % 
+l4+lfl 4~)"ddl %fftrr 

IS 1554 (Part 

1): 1988 

10. 

6590002113 

20170920 



IS 2112 : 

2014 

4114 1 41-4 1 4> *4 H 1 1 ft -1, 4i 4-4 -ft 

41444 Plfftid 

11, 4£4M44 7R47, ft. Tr>T. ftftR 
TITO, +I4H^4 -641029 

4141 "4 4141 
fft'srsrnjrr, ftrgnw/ 
f$l44 + lft-!pFTTTT4- 
^4i4>4 

11. 

6500028505 

20170920 

ftrift 0 shift 4 44IP14R4 II) 

TT7T trrp 307 & 308, $4^441444 

f%TOT, 

T7*T TRT TTrf 4 H 4 4 ftfe, 

4dlft^4M4ft, 
oti)ii*-c|T^<-641031 

$Rl ft-^ftlft ftft^tfl 
TPff % f%TT rftr rf^ff^r 

IS 7538 : 

1996 

12. 

6590002214 

20170925 

444) 114 44 44 sftnft 

1 JTRTT ft. 571, TOTT ft. 26, ftill^Kft 
7T447, 

fUR -638001 

74 4 4,4 H'4 ft 4*4144., 
34-7jrpir/f$|-4=F|ft - 
s /fa[4T pft TpRTTOT 

IS 1417 : 

2016 

13. 

6590002315 

20170925 

ftlTft hlfr+> uRs 

30, ftilRKI R?47, 

#trt -638001 

4,4 fftftftl<14„ 

ftPjrRT/ f$H4 + lft - 
?PRT XT# ipRFFR 

IS 1417 : 

2016 


[ft. ft)4,4 ftt/13 : 11] 
ft. <+>^=j i um, tsrrfftr ‘447 4 ft tupr 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 17th October, 2017 

S.O. 2512. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address (Factory) of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. Part/ 

Sec. Year 

1 . 

6500027907 

20170901 

M/s. Watertec India Pvt Ltd Unit I 

10/60-C, Sengodagounden Pudur, 

Sulur Road, Muthugoundenpudur (P.O.), 
Coimbatore - 641 406. 

Plastics Bib Taps, Pillar Taps, 
Angle Valves and Stop Valves 
for Hot and Cold Water 
Services 

IS 9763 : 2000 
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2. 

6500028008 

20170904 

M/s. RDN Aqua Mineral 

1/197, Poo Thottam, Neriperichal, 
Pooluvapatti Post, 

Tirupur - 641 602 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(Other Than Packaged 

Natural Mineral Water) 

IS 14543 : 2004 

3. 

6500028109 

20170908 

M/s. Pioneer Products 

No. 4&5, A.K.G. Nagar, 

Varadharaj apuram, Uppilipalayam, 
Coimbatore -641015 

Submersible Pumpsets 

IS 8034 : 2002 

4. 

6500028210 

20170911 

M/s. MBS Pumps Private Limited 

No. 18, Mahatma Gandhi Road, 
Nethajipuram, SIHS Colony, 

Coimbatore -641037 

Submersible Pumpsets 

IS 8034 : 2002 

5. 

6590001818 

20170911 

M/s. Shree Vasundra Thanga Maaligai 

5, New Market Street, 

Near Old Bus Stand. 

Tirupur -641604 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 2016 

6. 

6500028311 

20170915 

M/s. Aquarius PVC Pipes 

No.7/79(1), Arasamara Thottam, 
Kondayampalayam, 

Thennammanallur(P. O.), 

Thondamuthur (Via), 

Coimbatore-641109. 

Conduits for Electrical 
Installations: Part 3 - Rigid 
Plain Conduits of Insulating 
Materials 

IS 9537 (Part 3) 

: 1983 

7. 

6590002012 

20170919 

M/s. Fine Gold Diamond Silver 

13/133. Pandalur Bazzar, 

Nelliyalam, Pandalur, 

Nilgiris-643233 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 2016 

8. 

6590001919 

20170919 

M/s. Vasavi Thanga Maligai 

228, Mysore Trunk Road, 

Sathyamangalam, 

Erode-638402 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 2016 

9. 

6500028412 

20170919 

M/s. Salzer Electonics Limited.Unit IV 

SF No.863, Bettathapuram, 

Karamadai Post, 

Coimbatore-641104. 

PVC insulated (heavy duty) 
electric cables: Part 1 - For 
working voltages upto and 
including 1100 V 

IS 1554 (Part 1): 
1988 

10. 

6590002113 

20170920 

M/s. Vispark Jewellery Manufacturers 

Pvt. Ltd. 

11, Mettupalayam Road, 

G N Mills Post, 

Coimbatore -641029 

Silver and Silver Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 2112 : 2014 

11. 

6500028505 

20170920 

M/s. Aquasub Engineering (Unit II) 

SF 307 & 308, Kurudampalayam Villa, 

NSN Palayam Post, Vethalaikaipalayam, 
Coimbatore -641031 

Three Phase Squirrel Cage 
Induction Motors for 
Centrifugal Pumps for 
Agricultural Applications 

IS 7538 : 1996 

12. 

6590002214 

20170925 

M/s. M.M.S. Jewellers 

Old No. 571, New No. 26, Agraharam 
Street, 

Erode-638001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 2016 

13. 

6590002315 

20170925 

M/s. Sakthi Gold 

30, Agrahara Street, 

Erode-638001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Aertefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 2016 


[No. CMD/13:! 11 
T. KALAIVANAN, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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to§ RMl, 17 tototitt, 2017 

^T.air. 2513 .—tom. 4M tottto (ww) f%f%w, 1988 % f^f^nr (5) % 3 m RIM 8 (6) % argro tto if tott#! 
8 MT 3^ft Ud£W I STfll^Plrl TTTT | f% f#T RTOTO TT% TOT## TO TTO% TUf TOT# TOf TTffTO if TTT /^^rfrlTT TO f%TOT 
TOT f :- 




TO 

TO. 

MK88 TO 

4t TOTO/ 

TOTO- 

c'luMOTfl'T.I 818 d 8dl 

TOM f%TO TOTO/ T^ fTOTO TOTO TOTTTOTO % 
TOMT TTg/ TTOTO TOUTS' TOTTrfpT TOTTOTO TO 

T^ ttt # 
frofro 

f4dM< 2017 - ?JTO 


[TO. 418841 /13:13] 
ft. TOtTrororo, MiR+ ‘TOi’ to topt 


New Delhi, the 17th October, 2017 

S.O. 2513. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of 
which are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


si. 

Licence No. 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

Article/ Process with relevant 

Date of 

No. 

CM/L- 


Indian Standard covered by the 
licence cancelled/ suspension 

Cancellation 



SEPTEMBER 2017 

-NIL 



[No. CMD/13:13] 
T. KALAIVANAN, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


4$frfcRFT M toticrt 

M 28 Rld^C 2017 

TO.3IT. 2514.— %fPT TOTTOT TO TOTTOT if TO TTTTTT TrffT flTT | TTTT TOTTO if TOT: s^Rldi, f#TT : 

TOT fiff TOT ir ftroror TOTOT % TTT : R 4 M 1 , f#TT : TOT TO MilPtTO TOTPTf % MPd -8 % f^TTO tf%TO 3#?^ 
TtoRto Plfip TTTT fUH'fliH-TOT TOT WTOTTO Rwf T# TOf|ri 

sftr, t#t totot to to t#t fro | f% Mf totottto Mam % totttt % fro Mr Mr f^ra% #tt 

WTOTTO Rw# TOT TO TOTOT | S^T ^Tf TO STRi^THI TO TOTOTTTT TOTOTJ# ^ toWt % TOWTTO % srfsfTOT TO TO# TOTOT 
3TTTTOT> fl 

TOT: TOT Mir TOTTOT, M AI Pi -M H sftr ## TTTOTOTO (M ^ TOTTO % TOfllTOT TO TOM) TOfMTTOTO 1962 
(1962 TO 50) # STITT 3 # TOTOTOTTT (1) TTTT TTTO TOR# TO TOTTO TOTO TOT M ^ '3 'U-ThI % TORrTOTT TO TO# TOTO % 
TOTOT TOTO # TfTOTT TO# |l 








8562 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 28, 2017/KARTIKA 6, 1939 


[Part II—Sec. 3(H)] 


'hll 0*1 Rt>, \iTh if 'Sjfij' if f/cl4eS vivt> srf?)R-4-H, STET 3 T 3 T T?4! I (1) % STsTR j1 I <1 

TEfr StReJW if 4/F EKcf % TR3T # Tf%4t HTSTTTW 'SETcTT TPCT Rtt cuftw if ^#?T f%Ef % sftaT, 

OT# 3#J| % srf^PTT W 3T3R- TT 4jfrr % Redd, ^TFT % ERST t 3fl-£pT, fafisld if s fl. 5<=UM ?mf, 

ESTT TTflmft, ff^ET #ET TEfl/HE 'Pfflfds! (WTHTET tDTFT), '/TiM'-TPM- '3ET SET 4!44HlsH mP./DHI, 346, 
wrr f^r, #r. *ft. TfarEft, tet (f/t-iMd q%?r) -i 74 303 q?r te e%eti 

arwft 

f^TcTT : BET ^1 : ^Hldd vfa\ 


?P. TT. 

r\ 

tM TT BUT 


. ,r\ 




+1 

BUT 


I//I 1 


BUT 'si m i TT. 

■N “X 

but 

c r\ 

Ibbbt 

=H1 414/ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 


BT4./I 

476 

1523 

00 

15 

30 

2 

^pcE-ft 

+^41 


3302/2 

00 

05 

35 





2955 

00 

02 

70 





2643/1 

00 

00 

20 





2643/2 

00 

00 

20 





2953/1 

00 

04 

61 





2953/2 

00 

04 

61 

3 

^Tr 

BBEUT 

473 

679//5/3/2 

00 

03 

08 

4 

1 

BB^tBi+HI 

222 

2270/523 

00 

00 

35 


pET. R. 3TO-25011/20/2017-3Tt3TO-I] 


o 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2017 

S.O. 2514. — Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of Petroleum Products from Village : Jhungian, District: Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar of Punjab State 
to Village: Pekhubela, District : Una of Himachal Pradesh, PAIPL - Una Branch Pipeline should be laid by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the petroleum and 
Mineral Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may within 21 days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of the section 3 of said Act, as published in the Gazette of 
India are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein of laying 
of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Devraj Sharma, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Ltd, PAJPL-Una 
Branch Pipeline Project, 346, Kamla Kunj, D.C. Colony, Una (Himachal Pradesh) -174 303. 
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District : Una 



SCHEDULE 

State : Himachal Pradesh 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of 
Tehsil 

Name of Village 

Hadbast 

No. 

Murabba// Killa 

& 

Khasara No. 

Area 






Hectare 

Area 

Sq/Mtr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 

Haroli 

Bathari 

476 

1523 

00 

15 

30 

2 

Haroli 

Keluwa 


3302/2 

00 

05 

35 





2955 

00 

02 

70 





2643/1 

00 

00 

20 





2643/2 

00 

00 

20 





2953/1 

00 

04 

61 





2953/2 

00 

04 

61 

3 

Haroli 

Bat Kalan 

473 

679// 5/3/2 

00 

03 

08 

4 

Una 

Nangran Jhikla 

222 

2270/523 

00 

00 

35 


[F. No. R-25011/20/2017-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


Pij Rcrell, 11 3FFJ5R, 2017 

PP.3TT. 2515-TfP^lP FTPTFTF Tpt cH)<FRd P P? STTTTPPF Mel ?tcTT t dfteHl^ FRP 7fT FfeFT TpT Tflppr 
FRP P PTFcl %ffefPP <fM^H felRlc^ 75Tf%p ftpTT^pfr FI cRcfPFcl ^tfeRFT RfT pi ilRc^H t£ fcTP, pTF 
TplRp FfePT felRl<^ ITTPT f%MT^ FTpfl PTf%P; 

3ffF TfP^Rf FTF7FTF TFT p^ft f%MTR ^ yq)«H Tfl Rtfp ^ 3]|c|bijcb FTcflFT ^YcTT t f% prtfr ^jR P, 

FTl spPFT viMHcsi SFJFjzfr p Trf&fcT t, RlFTP 73MFT fRup MPT Tfp PFcTTTT t, PPPlP 7fl StRtFTF pp 3TFfp 

fRPT FTTp ; 

3RT: 3R, TfpRp FTF7FTF, ^IfcHPH sfR F[Rft (^jR P PPPlP 7fl StRtFTF Tfp 3 tRp) 3tRRpP, 

1962 (1962 Tfp 50), 7|p CTRT 3 7£t PPPTFT (l) ITTPT PPM pRdRf TFT PPTP TRp fp, PFT ^jR R PPqR 7fl StRtFTF 
TFT 3TFfp tffR 7^ stpR 3TTPP pp pTPUT TFFcft t; 

TFl^ tRRt, pfr P7fp 3FJF[zft P ttMcT fjR P RcRTg t, PFT cRRsT -P RTFT7FT ^FT STpR^HI FT ^TfPT PTFcT t£ 
FTFTPP 7[p pRR FTTPTFU FTPPT tR PPcW Tfrpr R FTTcfl t, SjdxRp Rp $ RcR ^ 7^ ppf PT^PFTT^P ROT? PlR 
Tfl RR PFTP PPPPT 7^ 3 tRT 7FTF TfT 3TFfp R FPP^T P R PPfR^ p, FTSTP PTRtFTR, tRRp FTePT PT^PFTT^P PT^P 
fcTf^PM, 7FPU RfeR, RRP Pel, Rp P. R-2, PFT PP TJpfPTP, RfRpR FlM, TjRpp Rf 3TTP7 ?f%PT 7^ FTTPP, 
R^Rf^FT, f^TUT^HI^cHH, TfReT - 682309 TFT RiRsId FTP P 3P^P ^FP FTT^PT | 







8564 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 28, 2017/KARTIKA 6, 1939 


[Part II—Sec. 3(H)] 


TE33I : f^TeTT : cTTej,^ : STTej^T 


Tpf FTsR 


v 



\ , \ 


cx f r\ 

SFCiK 

FKFT 

V m TTRTCR 

21 / 5 

0 

03 

00 

252/5 

0 

03 

01 

358/4 

0 

00 

63 

360/8 

0 

01 

43 

366/11 

0 

02 

91 

59/3 

0 

00 

51 

149/3 

0 

00 

23 

151/8 

0 

03 

10 

155/1 

0 

10 

90 

155/4 

0 

02 

40 

155/5 

0 

09 

31 

156/3 

0 

04 

70 

156/4 

0 

04 

21 

156/5 

0 

05 

17 

156/9 

0 

00 

80 

157/2 

0 

00 

38 

157/3 

0 

00 

30 

157/8 

0 

02 

62 

194/1 

0 

02 

14 

194/2 

0 

01 

52 

194/16 

0 

01 

82 

194/17 

0 

04 

65 

195/2 

0 

06 

54 

195/6 

0 

02 

10 

195/8 

0 

03 

27 

195/9 

0 

07 

69 

195/10 

0 

04 

21 

195/13 

0 

00 

46 

205/4 

0 

01 

12 

205/5 

0 

00 

16 

205/12 

0 

01 

96 

205/15 

0 

01 

21 

206/7 

0 

03 

08 

207/2 

0 

08 

84 

215/1 

0 

01 

64 

215/2 

0 

01 

27 

215/3 

0 

01 

06 

215/4 

0 

00 

82 


'TFT it Ft 


(^g TTO 15) 

(73^ 730 2) 

(3sF5 770 3) 

d 44>H I J IH (7sF5 7T0 30) 






[TOT II—3(ii) ] 


TO TO TOTTO : 3TRJR[ 28, 2017/TOfel 6, 1939 


8565 


215/5 

0 

00 

19 

226/11 

0 

00 

18 

226/12 

0 

00 

19 

228/1 

0 

00 

18 

229/3 

0 

00 

69 

229/4 

0 

00 

86 

229/10 

0 

00 

68 

230/3 

0 

01 

47 


■<|vri| : cfl^ef RjldI : f%?J? cTTcg0 : 4TeTTOK?t 


■TR H 16 



\ \ 


c r\ 

kc^K 

/K4T 

JITa RHlC'i 

RbNcirb^ 

841/4 

0 

00 

35 


841/5 

0 

00 

45 


859/9 

0 

04 

72 


859/10 

0 

00 

35 


859/13 

0 

02 

55 


862/2 

0 

00 

46 


1192 

0 

00 

48 

0ecJ^ 

310/1 

0 

00 

07 


312/1 

0 

00 

09 


459/2 

0 

00 

10 


506/6 

0 

04 

02 


506/8 

0 

03 

10 






y|vri| : cj/el 

Rjletl : 



cTT^0 : ^4/5/ 4-1 






*1R TTR 








^Riii 

nfcT 4441^ 


445 

0 

02 

70 


446 

0 

02 

70 


449 

0 

04 

50 


450 

0 

14 

40 


464 

0 

07 

20 


[TO. 4. 3TK—31015/02/2015—3TI3TR—11/37114] 

WMR, 3H4< 

o ' 
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New Delhi, the 11th October, 2017 

S.O. 2515.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transport of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Kochi Refinery of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited in the State of 
Kerala to Salem in the State of Tamil Nadu and that the pipeline should be laid by M/s Kochi - Salem pipeline Private 
Ltd; 

And whereas , it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipelines, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the lands under which such pipelines are proposed to be laid described in the 
schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now therefore in the exercise of powers conferred by sub section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (Central Act 50 of 1962) the Central Government 
hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person, interested in land described in the said schedule may, within 21 days from the date on which the 
copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein or laying or the pipeline under the land to Sri. Basheerkunju. A, 
Competent Authority, Kochi-Salem Pipeline Private Ltd., Karun Enclave 2 nd floor, Door No. B2, S.N. Junction, 
Refinery Road, Opp: Union Bank of India, Tripunithura, Pin - 682 301. 

SCHEDULE 


STATE : KERALA DISTRICT : ERNAKULAM TALUK : ALUVA 


VILLAGE 

SURVEY NUMBERS 

AREA (APPROXIMATE) 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ MTRS 

MOOKKANNOOR 

21/5 

0 

03 

00 

(BLOCK. NO. 15) 

252/5 

0 

03 

01 

KARUKUTTY 

358/4 

0 

00 

63 

BLOCK. NO.2 

360/8 

0 

01 

43 


366/11 

0 

02 

91 

KARUKUTTY 

BLOCK. NO. 3 

59/3 

0 

00 

51 

THEKKUMBHAGAM 

149/3 

0 

00 

23 

BLOCK. NO. 30 

151/8 

0 

03 

10 


155/1 

0 

10 

90 


155/4 

0 

02 

40 


155/5 

0 

09 

31 


156/3 

0 

04 

70 


156/4 

0 

04 

21 


156/5 

0 

05 

17 


156/9 

0 

00 

80 


157/2 

0 

00 

38 


157/3 

0 

00 

30 


157/8 

0 

02 

62 


194/1 

0 

02 

14 


194/2 

0 

01 

52 
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194/16 

0 

01 

82 

194/17 

0 

04 

65 

195/2 

0 

06 

54 

195/6 

0 

02 

10 

195/8 

0 

03 

27 

195/9 

0 

07 

69 

195/10 

0 

04 

21 

195/13 

0 

00 

46 

205/4 

0 

01 

12 

205/5 

0 

00 

16 

205/12 

0 

01 

96 

205/15 

0 

01 

21 

206/7 

0 

03 

08 

207/2 

0 

08 

84 

215/1 

0 

01 

64 

215/2 

0 

01 

27 

215/3 

0 

01 

06 

215/4 

0 

00 

82 

215/5 

0 

00 

19 

226/11 

0 

00 

18 

226/12 

0 

00 

19 

228/1 

0 

00 

18 

229/3 

0 

00 

69 

229/4 

0 

00 

86 

229/10 

0 

00 

68 

230/3 

0 

01 

47 

STATE:KERALA 

DISTRICT : TRISSUR 

TALUK:CHALAKKUDI 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NUMBERS 

AREA (APPROXIMATE) 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ MTRS 

KIZHAKKUMMURI 

841/4 

0 

00 

35 

841/5 

0 

00 

45 

859/9 

0 

04 

72 

859/10 

0 

00 

35 

859/13 

0 

02 

55 

862/2 

0 

00 

46 

KALLUR 

1192 

0 

00 

48 


VADAKKUMMURI 







8568 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 28, 2017/KARTIKA 6, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 


KALLUR 

310/1 

0 

00 

07 

THEKKUMMURI 

312/1 

0 

00 

09 


459/2 

0 

00 

10 


506/6 

0 

04 

02 


506/8 

0 

03 

10 

STATE:KERALA 

DISTRICT : TRISSUR 

TALUK 

: MUKUNDAPURAM 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY NUMBERS 

AREA (APPROXIMATE) 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ MTRS 

NENMANIKKARA 

445 

0 

02 

70 


446 

0 

02 

70 


449 

0 

04 

50 


450 

0 

14 

40 


464 

0 

07 

20 


[F. No. R-31015/02/2015-OR-II/37114] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 

^ Red), 26 3 FJtJRT, 2017 

WOT. 2516.— TRW Rl eRf/Rcl R ^ 3IFRW IRffcT RlcTT t fR bRHHI TRE R (bRHHI) 

TT E/TR/? (F^FT Wei) cFF M ?feW wM l|Rw ^ feR Sj'RP-H WTef wl^M felfRc^ R) WT W 
WW1 IR^ Wft 

afk R^RRi trw fR RtR wwi ftranR R) otRRft R) fdv wrw teRcT Rett t RtR TjfR R 
WT ^RT ^T EFFPg 31R fMcT t Rk f^TTlR Ml MI^Mell^H f^RR Wl F7T FTTTTF t, WIRT ^ 3lfRw F7T 
SluRl fR^n ER ; 

3ET: 3R, ReRRt TRW, R/lfeFFT 3fR 7FfROT MI^Mell^RH (JjfR R BMdRl $ SlfRw F7T 3 fRe) STfRRFFT, 
1962 (1962 F7T 50) fR HTTT 3 fR WW (l) WT !RtH ^IRhdHi’ F7T FEET FrR ?FJ, ETT T[fR if v3MHi J I $ SlfRw 
F7T 3 rRt FrR R^ 3FlR 3TTFFT fR RtW fR(R t; 

fR^ cqfRrT, Wt EF7T 3 FJTJ 7 R R fMcT R f%WF t, TRT cKRtF TT fRlTTFR ^TT 3TRRJW TT T[FF ETTcT R^ 
TRERf fR RfM TTTWOT FFKTT fR RTeRI W Rt wR t, SjFF^TT fRE ^ RRr ^ RtR UI^McHl^H fRw ETtR 
tR feR ETTR v3MHi J I R^ SlfRw R) 3 rRt tR TFW R dt Rf^TJ Rl?E EMT, TT5FT FTfRFER, Rf^EE 3TTW F>ml^M 
felfRR^, $TsSAH RflTeT SUER-PI FTFEelFTT, FTcEtRt . 756 001, (wRtTTT) fR RHRild TET R 3 TtRe Ret TTR/ET | 


3^t 


Wftef : TfTefRlR fRell : TfleTRlR TRTf : rRRTI 

W 

TT. 

RRjtt tet eft 

TsRRT 7T. 

RWel 

RpRr 

7RR 

eR Rter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


1 FFTTT 803 00 05 05 


2 fRtfRtT 373 00 08 10 


[OTT. R. 3TO-25011/52/2017-3R3TF-I] 
W WR, 3 IcR EfRc| 

O 
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New Delhi, the 26th October, 2017 

S.O. 2516. — Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Paradip (Odisha) to Durgapur (West Bengal) Via Haldia a pipeline 
should be laid in State of Odisha by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bishnu Mohan 
Bhanja, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Indian Oil Housing Complex, Balasore - 756 001, 
Odisha. 


SCHEDULE 


Tahasil :Balasore District: Balasore State : Odisha 

SI. No. 

Name of the Mouza 

Khasra No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

meter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


1 

Bangara-199 

803 

00 

05 

05 

2 

Korkora-198 

373 

00 

08 

10 


[F. No. R-25011/52/2017-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


R? ft evil, 26 2017 

chT.3TT. 2517.— Tftftto tirtpr Tfft cH)<bftd ft R? 3T|cRd<h McftcT ftclT t fft viftRlI TOTO ft MKftq (vSftRll) 
ft (Mft-dH Weft cFF tw ft 3TRJR ftiqRtiM RlRl^ ft s[RT RP 

tel| RTft 

TftftRf 4RcpK Tfft ftftj fft?lft ft yftwH ft feR W RTTRTOF Mel ftclT t fft ftftl '’jfft ft 

Rl ft TOWg ft Tffrtfcl t ftR fftuift 7RRT fftsft RR) Tpy tow t, vSMdFl ft RfftpR Tpy 

Rvjfty ft)<41 erliq ; 

RR: 3R, ftftld 7R5PR, ijftfftilH ftR TftftR (Jjfft ft vSMfth ft RfftpR Tpy Rufty) Rfftfftw, 

1962 (1962 Tpy 50) feTRT 3 Tfft RW7T (l) RRT WRT ^iftdftl Tpy WRy Tpftf 73RT *[fft ft vSMdHl ft RfftpR 
TpT R75fty Tpftj ft RTOl RRTR 7ft fttw TpRft t; 

Tpf^ Tifftrl, ft! R7py RyJTjzft ft qftkl ft fftcRIg t, RR RTftRT ft ftupft RfftqWT ft tjtpt RRcf ft 
RRRR 7ft RTRRuy RW 7ft Wcysy tpr ft Rift t, ^Tpfttyr fftd ft ft^R o-jft ft ftft fftRR Rift 

ft feft RRft vSqfth ft RfftpR ft Rqfty ft RRW ft ft ftRyg ftftR ftTRT, RRR TUfftplft, ftftzpy RRTR ftiqRtJH 
felfftftR, ftftw RRTR stlviR-pi TppqftTRT, TPenftR - 756 001, (vSftl7Hl) Tfft fftfftcl W ft RTftq ftR RTPR | 
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77 00 00 65 

78 00 01 62 


2 -.-is/ 1524 00 08 30 

1525 00 01 95 

1532 00 05 83 

3 *)£!•£ *4^.-1 72 51 00 05 34 


[471. 4. 3TO-25011/52/2017—3TI3TR—I] 
4444401, 3fcR 

New Delhi, the 26th October, 2017 

S.O. 2517. — Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Paradip (Odisha) to Durgapur (West Bengal) Via Haldia a pipeline 
should be laid in State of Odisha by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bishnu Mohan 
Bhanja, Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Indian Oil Housing Complex, Balasore - 756 001, 
Odisha. 

SCHEDULE 


Tahasil :Remuna 


District: Balasore 


State : Odisha 


SI. 



Area 

No. 



Hectare 

Are 

Square meter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

Korada-196 

76 

00 

02 

27 



77 

00 

00 

65 



78 

00 

01 

62 

2 

Chhanapur-187 

1524 

00 

08 

30 



1525 

00 

01 

95 



1532 

00 

05 

83 

3 

Meghadambaru-172 

51 

00 

05 

34 


[F. No. R-25011/52/2017-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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9R Tf^FTTT 

% fc#, 23 3737J37, 2017 

WT.3TT. 2518.— 3)klPl3> f33J3 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 371 14) 37) TOO 17 ^ 31-j/Rui 3 37337 3 ) 37 , 

47% TOTTl 7TOTO, frfTft R3 TOTO 3%3TTl' % W733 % 7T37g: FH3M34 37(7 TOTO 3>43>I<T % #3, 3Fpm 4 
3iWlP|cb f%IK 4' TO5%7 71737T7 3^114+ 3 #RRnj ircf 937 -3I3M3, 37TO37 % TO (77% 777537 05/2010) % W1%1 
TOft t, % 7173517 371 10.10.2017 33 TO3 f 371 aill 


[71. 3RT-42012/88/2009-371^3117 (%J)] 


71% TO%, 33 f%3137 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2518. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 05/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Team Leader, M/s. Gayatri Projects, Jhansi and their workman, which were received by the Central Government on 
10.10.2017. 


[No. L-42012/88/2009-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, HJS, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT/LOK ADALAT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 5 of 2010 

Between- 

Shri Deepak Omhare, 

RO: H.No. 948/32-A, Nagar Nigam, 

Jhansi. 

Vs. 

The Team Leader, 

M/s Gayatri Projects, DH 1/13, Virangana 
Nagar, JDA Colony, 

Jhansi. 


AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, vide notification no.L-42012/88/2009-IR (DU) dated 08-01-2010, has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Gayatri Projects Limited, Jhansi in terminating the service of 
Shri Deepak Omhare S/o Shri Ram Prasad w.e.f 14/02/2009 is legal & justified? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to? 

3. In the instant case a reference was referred to Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum Labour Court, 
Kanpur, whereupon notice to the claimant was issued under registered post by CGIT Kanpur for filing his claim in the 
case. 

4. Worker Deepak Omhare has filled his claim statement contending that he was appointed as assistant office 
executive with effect from 07-09-2007 with opposite parties on permanent basis and his services were illegally 
terminated by management with effect from 14-02-2009. 

5. Management has filed w/s denying the facts alleged by worker in his claim statement and thereafter worker has 
filed rejoinder. 
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6. None of parties has given any oral and documentary evidence and evidence of worker were closed. Worker has 

moved application for recalling the order by which his evidence was closed but none appeared on behalf of worker to 

press this application and therefore the application of worker was rejected. 

7. None of parties appeared to submit their arguments. 

8. I have perused the records of this case. It is duty of worker to prove his case regarding his appointment and 

termination by oral and documentary evidence but worker has not given any oral and documentary evidence. As such it 
is case of no evidence and worker has failed to prove this case and therefore this tribunal is bound to pass award against 
worker. 

9. The award is passed against the worker and in favour of management and worker is not entitled for any relief. 

SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

M 23 SBPjSTC 2017 

WT.3IT. 2519.—sftsftfw srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 ^1 14) snn 17 ^ SFpTTH 4 ^#4 717477 

477-37 34 ^33 ^ wrut ^ 37(7 73^ 4747771 ^ # 4 , srjsfa 4 ' 3 iWiPi 4 > 

f34T4 4 ^#4 717477 3lWlPl4> 3443731 34 SIR "MWMR, 37731 3 W (7144 771441 11/2011) 37 y<hl^ld 47# t, 
3343 777477 4# 10.10.2017 3# 7TO f31I $411 

[71. 43-1401 l/9/2010-3TT#31R (^Fj)] 
7l44 37 fH^lcb 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2519. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 11/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Secretary, INTUC, Kanpur and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 10.10.2017. 

[No. L-14011/9/2010-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA IOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, HJS, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT/LOK ADALAT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 11 of 2011 

Between- 

The General Manager, 

Small Arms Factory, 

Kalpi road, 

Kanpur (U.P.) 

Vs. 

The General Secretary, INTUC, 

FT/191, Armapur Estate, 

Kanpur (U.P.) 

AWARD 


1. Central Government, Mol, vide notification no.L-14011/9/2010-IR (DU) dated 22-03-2011, has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Small Arms Factory, Kanpur in fixation of pay in 
respect of Shri Anand Prakash Garg, T No. 2/B(001716) & Shri Yogendra Kumar Trivedi, T No. 81/RCS(001715) less 
than the junior employees is just and proper? What relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?’’ 

3. In the instant case a reference was referred to Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum Labour Court, 
Kanpur, whereupon notice to the claimant was issued under registered post by CGIT Kanpur for filing his claim in the 


case. 
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4. General Secretary INTUC has filed claim statement stating that Shri Anand Prakash Garg and Shri U.N Trivedi 
are workman and working with opposite party small arm factory. This industrial dispute arose regarding wrong fixation 
of pay as junior was getting higher pay than the workman. 

5. Management has filed written statement denying the facts alleged in claim statements. Thereafter Union has 
filled rejoinder. 

6. Both the parties has filed photocopy of documents. 

7. Neither worker nor management has adduced any evidence in this case. 

8. None of the parties has appeared to submit arguments. I have perused the record. 

9. It appears on perusal of record that both parties have filed documents which are photocopies and none of the 
party has adduced any oral evidence to prove the facts and documents filed by them. 

10. It is duty of union to prove that workers are getting less pay than their juniors as pleaded in claim statement but 
union failed to prove its case as union did not adduce any oral evidence nor has proved any documents filed by union. 
Therefore this tribunal is bound to decide the dispute against union for want of proof. 

11. Therefore for the reason given above this dispute is decided against union and in favour of management as such 
worker is not entitled to any relief as claimed by union. 

12. The award is passed accordingly. 


SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

M 23 3PRJT7, 2017 

cFJT.3TT. 2520.-37%% f%K srfsjfwr, 1947 (1947 ^FT 14) ^ W 17 ^ Sl^TOl T 7P7R17 
Wfa yWlPl4>l 7T7TFT, '4TFTT7 37(7 3TOT % 3% ^ %% TOTS PHdMcbf 3Tt7 3% 4 >%kY ^ %F, 3F% T 

37%I4> f%U T TTTTFT sMf% Sfepi ircf 9P7 -4I4M4, trfFJT ^ TOTU (7% 7% 66/2014) Ttf 

y+lRld TOft t, Wf TTTTTTT T7T 10.10.2017 T7T W7T137T TTI 

[71. 73^1—42012/19/2014—3nS3TR (%)] 
71% %ft, 3T Pd^lcb 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2520. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 66/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Director, Indian Institute of Technology, Kanpur and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10.10.2017. 


[No. L-42012/19/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, HJS, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT/LOK ADALAT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 66 of 2014 

Between- 

Shri Mahavir Shukla, 

106/37 Heeraganj, 

Kanpur (U.P.) 

Vs. 

The Director, 

Indian Institute of Technology, 
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Kalyanpur, 

Kanpur (U.P.) 

AND 

M/s Asha Caterers, 

No. 14 & 15, Building No. 204, 

Narshinthan Street, 

Mumbai -400009 

AND 

M/s Kanka Food Management Service Pvt. Ltd. 
105, Jai Shankar, CHS, Bhakti Mandir Marg, 
Near Hari Niwas Circle, Naupada, 

Thane(W) 

Thane-400602 


AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, vide notification no.L-42012/19/2014-IR (DU) dated 28-05-2014, has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of M/s Asha Cateres, Mumbai a contractor engaged in running of the 
mess in IIT Kanpur in terminating the services of Shri Mahavir Prasad Shukla without complying the mandatory 
provisions of ID Act, 1947 sec 25(G)(F) is just and proper and if not what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

3. In the instant case a reference was referred to Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, 
Kanpur, whereupon notice to the claimant was issued under registered post by CGIT Kanpur for filing his claim in the 
case. 


4. Worker Mahavir Shukla has filed his claim statement with the allegation that his service is wrongly and illegally 
terminated against which management has filed written statement wherein it is alleged that reference is void and bad in 
law because it is not an industrial dispute and denied the facts alleged in claim statement. 

5. None of the parties has filed any oral and documentary evidence authorized representative of workman has 
moved an application 13/1 alleging that workmen concerned is not interested in contesting the case and will not filed 
any rejoinder or lead any evidence. 

6. I have heard parties representative and perused the record. 

7. It appears that workman is not interested in contesting this case and has not filed any oral and documentary 
evidence. Even he has not filed his evidence. Therefore facts alleged in claim statement are hence not proved for want 
of evidence and therefore this tribunal is bound to pass award against workman and in favour of management. 


8. The award is passed accordingly. 


SHUBHENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


M ferft, 23 3W£T[, 2017 

WT.3TT. 2521 —sMfW srfsjfwr, 1947 (1947 W 14) WO 17 ^ 3PJTTTU R TOR TOI-TOJTO 
RFWPW, tURTO ^#4 TOW chilli ^ WWT ^ TW5 f##DWt' 3TR TOW WcfawT ^ #4, 

SPJsfa 4' StWlPlcb W5#4 TTWTT 3jklp|c*> 3TfsWTOT ircf m W4M4, Tt TOW (tM TR§4T 

02/2012) W TWTfWT 47# t, # T1WR W 03.10.2017 W W7T f3TT S4TI 

[H. ^-42012/110/2012-3T1#3TR (TOj)] 

TOs) TOf f##4W 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2521. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 02/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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capricious, perverse and it is opposed to principles of natural justice. The said acts of the II Party amount to imposing 
punishment without holding enquiry and the said acts of the II Party amount to unfair labour practices. After the 
receipt of the enquiry report the II Party has passed an order bearing No. HRM/10738 dated 24.08.2011, dismissing the 
I Party from the services. The action of the II Party amounts to victimization, for his trade unions activities. Due to the 
arbitrary and illegal action of the II Party in passing order of dismissal, the I Party and his family members are 
undergoing hardship, and they are starving. Further, the I Party states that, he may be permitted to urge additional facts 
and grounds by way of amendment at later stage. After the dismissal of the I Party he is not gainfully employed, 
elsewhere. Therefore, the I Party workman prays this Court to pass an award holding that, the order of dismissal 
bearing No. HRM/10738 dated 24.08.2011, passed by the II Party as unjust and illegal and consequently set aside the 
same and direct the II Party to reinstate the I Party workman in his original post with continuity of services with back 
wages from the date of illegal dismissal till the date of reinstatement with all consequential benefits and pass such other 
order as this Court deems fit to grant in the circumstances of the case with cost to meet the ends of justice. In the 
memo dated 15.01.2013, the I Party prays this Court to put up the records in CR No. 52/2012 along with ID 
No. 02/2012 and dispose of the same by common award in the interest of justice. Accordingly, the present common 
award is passed. 

2. Brief details mentioned in the Counter statement are as follows 

The II Party states that, the I Party has been involved in a serious offence of using abusive language against the 
superiors and also abused the management and also pronounced vulgar language against the security personnel. 
Further, the II Party states that, it is not a simple termination, it is because of the I Party attitude and because of his 
using foul language, the II Party has invoked the provisions of the Standing Orders and ultimately he has been 
dismissed form service. In such an event neither the I Party workman is entitled for back wages nor reinstatement as 
claimed in the claim statement. Further, it is submitted that, the I Party workman has joined the service of the company 
with effect from 25.10.1984, he has been last promoted as Supervisor with effect from 01.07.2005 and he has been 
issued with 5 charge sheets. Further, after considering gravity of the charges and after considering his past records, it 
has been decided to terminate his service with one month salary in lieu of notice in accordance with Clause 15(3) of the 
Certified Standing Orders of the company and accordingly orders passed on 24.08.2011. Further, the II Party states 
that, the I Party workman has been suspended from duty on 19.12.2008 for the misconduct committed on 18.12.2008 
hence, the I Party has not been allowed to attend the duty. Further, the II Party states that, the Disciplinary Authority 
has imposed the punishment of termination of the I Party workman from the service of the company and the 
termination order which has been passed by the management is in accordance with the principles of natural justice, and 
the termination order passed by the II Party management is valid and the same is in order. Therefore, the II Party prays 
this Court to up hold the dismissal order which has been passed by the II Party/Management in the interest of justice 
and equity. 

3. The Pertinent Point/issue involved in the present matter is as follows:- 

“Whether I Party is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the claim statement, for the reasons mentioned 
therein?” 

4. Point :- Already, this Court on 20.03.2015, after considering the I Party’s documents and evidence, and also, II 
Party’s material evidence and after hearing both parties has passed an Order that Domestic Enquiry conducted by II 
Party as against the I Party is not fair and proper. 

5. The I Party in his claim statement as well as in his evidence has stated that, he is not gainfully employed and he 
has no other source of income to prosecute the case effectively, before this Court. Further, I Party has filed interim 
relief, application and for that, also counter has been filed by the II Party by stating that, I Party has got enough means 
to lead his livelihood. Further, the I Party states that, he has got wife, son and ailing and aged mother who are wholly 
dependent on the applicant for their livelihood and I Party could not get alternative employment also and he has no 
source of income and as on date the I Party is unemployed and I Party and his family members are under the verge of 
starvation and destitution. Further, the I Party also states that, he has tried for private company job but he is unable to 
get employment. Further, Ex W-l is the letter from I Party to Commissioner of Labour dated 07.03.2008, regarding 
holding of the election to the office bearer as their term has already expired on 30.10.2006. Ex W-5 and Ex W-6 are 
the payslips of I Party and Ex W-18 is the termination order issued to I Party dated 24.08.2011. 

6. Further, this Court has passed the detailed order on 30.05.2017, itself, regarding the interim relief, which is as 
follows:- “That, the respondent herein is directed to pay a sum of Rs. 15,000/- per mensem to Sh. P. Shankara 
Applicant herein, for maintaining himself and also, the family of the workman from 03.01.2014, to the date of passing 
of the further orders, in order to keep their body and soul together, and also, for the family expenses and also, to live 
honourably, on the basis of social, economic and natural justice and also, to conduct the case, effectively. 
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restricted to only enforcing or interpreting the contract of service or the extant legal provisions and it is not-fettered by 
the limitations of contracts and can even involve extension of existing agreement of the making of a new one, or in 
general, creation of new obligations or modification of old ones.” In the present case also, for the above mentioned 
facts and circumstances it is found that, I Party is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the claim statement for the 
reasons mentioned therein. Accordingly, this point is answered in favour of the I Party. Hence, the following Award is 
passed:- 


AWARD 


The II party/management is not justified in imposing the punishment of Dismissal from service on I 
party/Sh. P. Shankara w.e.f. 24.08.2011, and the said II party is directed to reinstate the I Party, with full back 
wages, continuity of service and all other consequential benefits that he would have received in the absence of 
the impugned penalty of removal from service, and both the matters are ordered accordingly, without costs, for 
the above mentioned facts and circumstances of the matters. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 15 th September, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

In I D No. 02/2012 Shankara Vs H M T 


List of Witness on the side of I Party: (Merits) 


WW 1 


Sh. P. Shankara, I Party/workman 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: (Victimization) 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

07.03.2008 

Letter from I Party to Commissioner of Labour 

Ex W-2 

25.08.2008 

Order issued by II Party to I Party 

Ex W-3 

25.09.2008 

Letter from I Party to Asst. Commissioner 

Ex W-4 

29.08.2006 

Allotment of New Ticket Number 

Ex W-5 

- 

Pay Slip of I Party 

Ex W-6 

11.02.2010 

Pay Slip of I Party 

Ex W-7 

12.11.2008 

RTI Application 

Ex W-8 

14.10.2008 

Letter from Asst. Labour Commissioner to II Party 

Ex W-9 

05.02.2009 

Letter from Asst. Labour Commissioner to I Party 

Ex W-10 

17.08.2010 

Letter from I Party to Asst. Commissioner 

Ex W-ll 

22.12.2008 

Letter from I Party to Asst. Commissioner 

Ex W-12 

27.12.2008 

Letter from I Party to Joint General Manager/II Party 

Ex W-13 

15.01.2009 

Letter from I Party to Chairman & Managing Director/II 
Party 

Ex W-14 

16.01.2009 

Fax receipt 

Ex W-15 

18.10.2008 

Office Order 

Ex W-16 

18.10.2008 

Office Order 

Ex W-17 

04.03.2008 

Office Order No. 49/2007 

Ex W-18 

24.08.2011 

Order of Termination issued to I Party 
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M 23 3RRJRT, 2017 

cFR.31T. 2522.—aiklPlch fRRTR 3##m, 1947 (1947 RR 14) R7) RET 17 ^ 3EJERR $ R7RR7 
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02/2017) RR ERRfETE REcft t, Rfl TO#4 RW1 RTf 03.10.2017 RR R1RTf3TT RT| 

[R. RR-42025/03/2017-33li33R (RRJ)] 
R% ETRTt, EE Ph<UR 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2522. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 02/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, Bangalore and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 03.10.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 19 th September, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 02/2017 


I Party 

Sh. Vasu K.V., 

No. 120, Venkatadri Nilaya, 
Near Vidya School, 2nd Cross, 
Sharavath Road, C M Extension, 
Kyathasandra, 

Tumkur- 572104 


II Party 

The General Manager, 
Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, 
Over Haul Division, 

Bangalore 


1. The I Party submitted in the claim statement as follows 

The I Party prays this Court, that, regarding case in the crime No. 26/2012, he is processing in session Courts 
under Crl.R.P. and other criminal case No. 109/2016, he is processing in Magistrate Court by step by step and also 
prays to initiate cancellation proceedings and conciliation proceedings and advice the management of HAL to reinstate 
into services with all consequential benefits to the I Party in the ends of justice. 

2. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited , it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 


4. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to initiate cancellation proceedings and conciliation 
proceedings and advice the management of HAL to reinstate into services with all consequential benefits to the I Party 
in the ends of justice. Hence, it is crystal clear that as per the above mentioned judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court of India, this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present matter. 
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5. Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not disputed the said details, by raising any tenable 
grounds and reasons. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion on other issues raised by both the 
sides, as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and also liberty is granted to the I 
Party to raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days 
from the date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best interest of justice, equity and fair play. 
Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 

This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of 
the above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, 
dated 26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present matter 
suffers for want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute before the 
proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of receipt of 
the present Award, by adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, equity, good 
conscience and fair play and this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other issues raised 
by both the parties, as the present matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of jurisdiction point alone, 
and also, without costs, for the above mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 19 th September, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

R# f^ft, 23 SPRJjR, 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2523.—SlteflpRF f#RK srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 R7 14) R# HPQ 17 ^ RRFR 

RfTWRF, ft^RTFT TRRRlfeRT 'twTR 3TR 3F4 it# TOPR 44dl0 ^ WRT5T ^ TR7* PHdMcbl 3qfk TOPR cb4d>|<f 

^ SPJtm R fdPRR sMfiFF R »R sMfrpF srftRfPGT R# RR #RRTK Rt W (RfR# TESTT 

11/2014) R# ycBlf^ld 47# f, ’RT ^#4 TOR R4 03.10.2017 RR W fsn Rt| 

[R. TRRM4011/02/2014-3R#RR (RUJ)] 

Tl% TOT PH<dR> 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2523. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 11/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Deputy General Manager, Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, Bangalore & others and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 03.10.2017. 

[No. L-14011/02/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 21 st September, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 11/2014 


I Party 


II Party 


The General Secretary, 
Hindustan Aeronautics, 
Employees Association, 
Vimanapura Post, 
Bangalore - 560017 


1. The Deputy General Manager, 
Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, 
Engine Division, Bangalore Complex, 
PB No. 9310, 

Bangalore - 560093 
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2. The Union of India, 

Represented by Ministry of Defence, 

South Block, New Delhi. 

Advocates for I Party: Mr. Vishwanath Bhat, Advocate for II Party SI. No. 1, 

Mr. B.D. Kuttappa & Mr. Harish Kumar Mr. S.V. Shastri 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-14011/02/2014-IR(DU) dated 27.01.2015 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of HAL Bangalore is justified in not implementing the second order 
of the appellate authority vide order No. E/HR/App/617/10955/2010, dated 31.08.2010 by which the 
management of HAL has modified the punishment of stoppage of 5 increments with cumulative effect to 
stoppage of 2 annual increments without cumulative effects? If not, to what relief the said 4 workmen are 
entitled to?” 

2. The I Party submitted in the claim statement as follows:- 

The I Party workmen prays this Court to answer the points of reference in favour of the I Party and direct the II 
Party management to implement the reviewing order of the Appellate Authority retrospectively and grant the I Party 
workmen all the consequential monetary benefits flowing there from and pass such other order or orders as deem fit by 
this Court including the costs of these proceedings, to meet the ends of justice. 

3. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016. in the case oi'Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limiicd . it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

4. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 

5. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to answer the points of reference in favour of the I Party 
and direct the II Party management to implement the reviewing order of the Appellate Authority retrospectively and 
grant the I Party workmen all the consequential monetary benefits flowing therefrom and pass such other order or 
orders as deem fit by this Court including the costs of these proceedings, to meet the ends of justice. Hence, it is crystal 
clear that as per the above mentioned judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court lacks jurisdiction to 
try the present matter. 

6. Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not disputed the said details, in an appropriate, suitable 
and proper manner. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion on other issues raised by both the sides, 
as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and also liberty is granted to the I Party to 
raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days from the 
date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best interest of justice, equity and fair play. 
Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 

This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of 
the above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, 
dated 26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present matter 
suffers for want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute before the 
proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of receipt of 
the present Award, by adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, equity, good 
conscience and fair play and this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other issues raised 
by both the parties, as the present matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of jurisdiction point alone, 
and also, without costs, for the above mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 2L l September, 2017) 


V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2524. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 28/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Assistant General Manager, Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, Bangalore and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 17.10.2017. 


[No. L-14012/16/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 06 th October, 2017 


PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 28/2014 


I Party II Party 


Sh. S. Ganpathi, 

S/o late Subbaiah, GBJ, 

141,6 th Cross, 

Marathahalli, 

Bangalore - 560037 

Advocates for I Party: 

Mr. S.B. Mukkannappa & Associates 


The Assistant General Manager, 
Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, 
Bangalore Complex, Aircraft 
Division, P B No. 1788, 
Bangalore - 560017 

Advocates for II Party: 

Mr. T. Rajaram & Associates 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-14012/16/2014-IR(DU) dated 18.07.2014 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has 
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the order of dismissal of Sh. S. Ganapathi on the charges of Misappropriation of Rs. 3.45 

Lakhs by the Management of Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd, Aircraft Division Management is justified? 

If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The I Party has submitted in the claim statement as follows:- 

The I Party prays this Court, to 

a) set aside the order of dismissal bearing No. A/AGEM(F)/200/3364/2009; Dated 29.09.2008 passed by the 
II Party and consequently reinstate him into service with continuity of service and all other consequential 
benefits including full back wages from the date of dismissal till the date of reinstatement under the facts 
and circumstances of the case. 

b) To issue any appropriate writ, order or orders as this Hon’ble Court that deems fit to accord under the 
facts and circumstances of this case. 
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3. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.D2.2U16, in [he case oi'Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited , it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

4. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 

5. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to set aside the order of dismissal and to issue a direction to 
the II Party to reinstate the I Party back into his post, with continuity of service, all other consequential benefits and full 
back wages from the date of dismissal till his actual reinstatement and to pass any other appropriate orders, or 
directions as this Court may deem fit to pass under the facts and circumstances of this case. 

6. Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not disputed the said details, in an appropriate, suitable 
and proper manner. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion on other issues raised by both the sides, 
as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and also liberty is granted to the I Party to 
raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days from the 
date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best interest of justice, equity and fair play. 
Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 

This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of 
the above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, 
dated 26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present matter 
suffers for want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute before the 
proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of receipt of 
the present Award, by adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, equity, good 
conscience and fair play and this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other issues raised 
by both the parties, as the present matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of jurisdiction point alone, 
and also, without costs, for the above mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 06 th October, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


M fc#, 23 2017 
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[R. -q^r-42025/03/2017-3jR33R (RRj)] 
TlRR TO PhRto 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2525. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 28/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Deputy General Manager (HR), Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, Bangalore and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 03.10.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 21 st September, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 28/2015 


I Party 

Sh. G. Balagangadhar, 

S/o B.T. Gangadharan, 

No. 126/A, 4 th Block, 

4 th Main Road, Rajajinagar, 

Bangalore - 560010 

Advocates for I Party: 

Mr. K. Srinivasa & Mr. Channakeshavaswamy 
1. The I Party submitted in the claim statement 


II Party 

The Deputy General Manager (HR), 
And Disciplinary Authority, 

Aircraft Division, 

Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, 
Vimanapura Post, 

Bangalore - 560017 

Advocate for II Party: 

Mr. T. Rajaram & Ms. G.R. Sujatha 

as follows:- 


The I Party prays this Tribunal, to set aside the order of dismissal and to call for the records from the II Party 
pertaining to his dismissal passed by the II Party, and to issue a direction to the II Party to reinstate the I Party back into 
his post, with continuity of service, all other consequential benefits and full back wages from the date of dismissal till 
his actual reinstatement and to pass any other appropriate orders, or directions as this Court may deem fit to pass under 
the facts and circumstances of this case. 


2. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited , it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 

4. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to set aside the order of dismissal and to call for the records 
from the II Party pertaining to his dismissal passed by the II Party, and to issue a direction to the II Party to reinstate the 
I Party back into his post, with continuity of service, all other consequential benefits and full back wages from the date 
of dismissal till his actual reinstatement and to pass any other appropriate orders, or directions as this Court may deem 
fit to pass under the facts and circumstances of this case. 

5. Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not disputed the said details, in an appropriate, suitable 
and proper manner. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion on other issues raised by both the sides, 
as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and also liberty is granted to the I Party to 
raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days from the 
date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best interest of justice, equity and fair play. 
Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 


This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of 
the above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, 
dated 26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present 
matter suffers for want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute 
before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of 





[RF1 TI-RFR 3(ii) ] 


RPR RR TOTR : 3RRj<iR 28, 2017/cblfticb 6, 1939 


8585 


receipt of the present Award, by adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, 
equity, good conscience and fair play and this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other 
issues raised by both the parties, as the present matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of 
jurisdiction point alone, and also, without costs, for the above mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 21 sl September, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

M fe#, 23 3RRJ5R, 2017 

WT.3TT. 2526.— fpRU 3lf4fWT, 1947 (1947 RR 14) r4 RR1 17 ^ 3RJRRJT 4 7RRTR 
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yc^if^id rr# t, 41 rrtr r4 12.10.2017 r4 wr fsn rti 


[4. RRf-40012/62/1992-3TTs;3TR (44j)] 

r 44 4mt, rr Phv/iri 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2526. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 23/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the General 
Manager, Telecom, BSNL, Jaipur and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 12.10.2017. 

[No. L-40012/62/1992-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 23/2006 

Reference No. L-40012/62/1992-IR (DU) Dated: 29.12.2005 

Shri Ramesh Chander 

S/o Shri Hariji Through Shri N.K.Tiwari, 

Regional Secretary, Hind Mazdoor Sabha, 

Bangali Colony, Chawani, 

Kota-324001. 

V/s 

General Manager 
Telecom, BSNL 
Jaipur- 302007. 

Present: 

For the Applicant : Sh. Kapil Sharma, Advocate. 

For the Non-applicant : Ex-party 

AWARD 

Dated: 11.8.2017 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred under clause (d) of Sub Section 1 & 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

“Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Telecom, BSNL, Jaipur in terminating 
the services of Shri Ramesh Chander is legal and Justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled and from which date?” 
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2. The fact of the case in brief according to the statement of the claim is that the workman Sh. Ramesh Chandra 
was appointed on 1.6.1983 on daily wage on the post of Helper by General Manager, Tar Telecom, Jaipur. It has been 
further alleged in para 2 of statement of claim that applicant fell sick on 17.4.84 due to mental sickness & his treatment 
continued till 22.4.88. On 23.4.88 applicant appeared before subordinate Deputy Divisional Officer, Tar, Kota with 
medical certificate & fitness certificate. The medical certificate was taken by Deputy Divisional Officer, Kota & 
applicant was taken on duty. Thereafter, after laps of sufficient time a letter dated 8.8.88 was sent to applicant by 
subordinate Kota office of the employer wherein it was written that medical certificate is not accepted due to delayed 
presentation. It is contention of the applicant that he had presented the medical certificate in time. Further he has 
alleged that thereafter he kept on going to the employer time to time but Subordinate of the employer Deputy 
Divisional Officer, Tar, Kota kept dragging the matter of the applicant. 

3. It has been alleged in para 2 & 3 of the statement of claim that applicant has worked continuously with the 
employer from 1.6.83 to 19.7.88 & has worked for more than 240 days but before removal from the service he was not 
given notice or one month’s pay in lieu of notice or retrenchment compensation according to provision of section 25-F 
of I.D.Act, 1947. Applicant failed to prepare seniority list. Before retrenchment of the applicant many other junior to 
the applicant workman were working in the employment of the employer, thus, the employer has committed breach the 
principle of “last come first go” which is in violation of section 25-G of I.D.Act, 1947. Applicant has further committed 
breach of section 25-H of the I.D.Act, 1947 because after removal of the applicant from service new workmen were 
taken in employment without providing opportunity to the applicant. The conduct of the employer is covered under the 
definition of unfair labour practice. It has been prayed that applicant be reinstated in service with continuity & full back 
wages. 

4. The statement of claim has been filed on 24.3.2006. It is evident from the perusal of record that the claim of the 
applicant was dismissed by the then learned presiding officer vide award dated 23.5.2006 on the basis of applicant’s 
failure to produce evidence. Later the case was restored vide order dated 13.12.2011. 

5. Non-applicant was provided opportunity for filing reply to statement of claim from 23.1.2012 to 26.6.2014 but 
reply to statement of claim was not filed. On 26.6.2014 none appeared on behalf of opposite party & reply to statement 
of claim was also not filed hence, case proceeded ex-party against the opposite party & case was fixed for ex-parte 
evidence on 12.8.2014. After passing order of proceeding ex-parte learned representative of non-applicant appeared & 
filed application for setting aside order of ex-parte proceeding. Copy of this application was given to learned 
representative of applicant on 21.10.2014 for filing objection. This application was rejected on 6.5.2015 application of 
non-applicant for recall of ex-parte order was rejected in absence of non-applicant because there was none on behalf of 
non-applicant to press the application & case was again fixed for ex-parte hearing on 6.8.2015. On 6.8.2015 next 
successive dates 21.10.2015,10.12.2015 & 1.2.2016 for ex-parte evidence were fixed but no evidence was adduced 
from the applicant side. On 1.2.2016 applicant side sought further time for filing ex-parte evidence hence, adjourning 
the case 25.2.2016 was fixed for ex-parte evidence. 

6. On 1.2.2016 in later half of the day non-applicant again filed application for setting aside ex-parte order. On 
25.2.2016 learned representative of the applicant appeared. None appeared on behalf of non-applicant. Affidavit of the 
applicant was filed as ex-parte evidence on behalf of applicant. Copy of the application of the non-applicant for setting 
aside the ex-parte order was given to applicant for filing objection & case was fixed for disposal on next date 

27.4.2016. On 27.4.2016 again none appeared on behalf of non-applicant. Learned representative of applicant appeared 
& case was fixed on 13.7.2016 for ex-parte argument. On 13.7.2016 none appeared from both side hence, 28.7.2016 
was fixed for disposal of application of the non-applicant for setting aside the ex-parte order. Due to continuous 
absence of non-applicant application for setting aside ex-parte order was rejected as not pressed on 28.7.2016 & case 
was fixed for ex-parte argument on 13.9.2016. 13.9.2016 was declared as holiday for Id-Ul-Juha hence, on 14.9.2016 
next date 13.10.2016 was fixed for ex-parte argument. On 13.10.2016 & latter next successive dates 7.12.2016, 

11.1.2017, 13.2.2017, 3.4.2017 , 18.5.2017, 27.6.2017, 20.7.2017 & 3.8.2017 were fixed for ex-parte argument but 
none appeared on behalf of non-applicant. 

7. Heard the argument of learned representative of applicant & perused the record carefully. 

8. Beside affidavit in evidence applicant has filed two documents in form of photocopy which are alleged to be his 
appointment letter & record of attendance. 

9. It has been argued by learned representative of the applicant that applicant was appointed as daily wage helper 
on 1.6.83 but during course of employment he fell ill on 17.4.84 due to mental illness & his treatment for such mental 
illness continued till 24.8.88. He has further argued that after end of illness on 23.4.88 he submitted medical & fitness 
certificate to Deputy Divisional Officer & he was taken back on duty & much later after 23.4.88, a letter dated 8.8.88 
was sent to him wherein it was alleged that his medical certificate was not submitted in time hence, the same is not 
accepted. Later, applicant kept on visiting Deputy Divisional Officer but he kept on dragging the matter & applicant 
was not taken back on duty. It has been further argued that applicant has completed regularly more than 240 days from 
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I. 6.83 to 19.7.88 but before retrenchment he was not given notice or wage in lieu of notice or retrenchment 
compensation. He has further alleged that seniority list was not prepared by non-applicant & at the time of his 
retrenchment juniors to the applicant were retained in the service & after his retrenchment fresh recruitment was also 
made by non-applicant hence, retrenchment is illegal & applicant is entitled to be reinstated in service with continuity 
of service & backwages. 

10. As far as the question of appointment of the applicant is concerned it appears from perusal of photocopy of the 
appointment letter dated 18.12.83 that applicant was selected as daily wager to work with office of Deputy Divisional 
Officer, Tar, Kota & copy of this appointment letter was addressed to the applicant which contains eight conditions 
mentioned in the appointment letter. These eight conditions are the working condition of the applicant wherein 
condition no.2 is that he will be paid Rs.9/- per day & a maximum of Rs.243/- in a month. This condition indicates that 
applicant will be getting job to a maximum of 27 days in a month. Condition no.3 is to the effect that he will not be 
paid for weekly holiday & other holidays. The fourth condition is that there is no guarantee of regular employment or 
maturity in the service. The sixth condition is that if party incharge, Junior Engineer or the appointing authority Deputy 
Divisional Officer, Tar, is of the view that applicant is unsuitable he will be removed from service without notice. In 
the eighth condition of the appointment applicant has been directed to contarct Sh. Ramdev, SIT at Chabra for Joining 
at work. Rest of the conditions being formal are not required to be mentioned. 

II. The second document is record of working days for which applicant has worked. This record of working days is 
not in conformity with appointment letter because appointment letter has been issued on 18.12.83 & applicant has been 
asked to contact Sh. Ramdev, SIT for joining the duty whereas record of working days indicates that applicant has 
worked in the month of June, 83 for 25 days. As far as the question of applicant’s working for 240 days immediately 
preceding the date of termination is concerned applicant has not made any specific mention in his statement of claim 
about date of termination. The affidavit of the applicant in evidence is mere repetition of statement of claim which does 
not find any support from documentary evidence. Applicant has himself alleged that he joined the service on 1.6.83 & 
fell ill on 17.4.84 & he remained ill & under treatment from 17.4.84 to 22.4.88 & joined duty with fitness on 23.4.88. 
According to this statement applicant has worked from 1.6.83 to 16.4.84 but this fact has not been supported by the 
record of working days filed by him. Record of working days indicate that he has started working in the month of June, 
83 & has worked for 25 days in the month of June, 83. The record further indicates that starting from June, 83 applicant 
has worked till July, 84 in each month for certain number of days & thereafter he has worked in the month of May 88, 
June 88 & July 88. There is no contention against the document or about entries in the document relating to working 
days that this document is false. Thus, if we compare the statement of evidence in affidavit with document of working 
days it appears that contention of the applicant is false that he was ill w.e.f. 17.4.84 till 22.4.88. Further, there is no 
medical evidence on record to support the contention that he was ill & treated for mental illness & given a medical 
fitness to join the duty. There is also no evidence on record to show that applicant had given any information to his 
department about his illness. In above fact & circumstances, I am of the view that applicant has failed to prove the 
allegations of the statement of claim with reliable evidence. 

12. As far as the question of continuous working by the applicant for a period of 240 days is concerned, according 
to contention of affidavit a letter dated 8.8.88 was received by applicant send by non-applicant wherein it was 
mentioned that his medical certificate has not been filed in time. If 8.8.88 is the date taken for reference for the period 
of 240 days it is evident from the record of working that applicant has not worked 240 days continuously from the date 
of reference dated 8.8.88 thus, I am of the view that applicant has failed to prove that there is breach of provision of 
section 25-F of I.D.Act, 1947. Further, it is important to note that applicant has not given fix date of termination of his 
services. 

13. As far as the breach of provision of section 25-G & 25-H is concerned applicant has failed to mention any name 
of a workman who was junior to him & retained in service. He has further failed to mention any name in his affidavit 
who was appointed in department after his removal. Thus, I am of the view that applicant has failed to prove that 
provisions of section 25-G & 25-H have been violated in his removal from service. 

14. It is further important to mention that according to contention of applicant his service has been discontinued 
vide letter dated 8.8.88 which has not been filed in evidence. It is pertinent to mention that there is nothing on record to 
support the fact that why the matter was taken up at belated stage by the applicant for conciliation. 

15. From the perusal of the statement of claim & evidence adduced by the applicant in support & on the basis of 
above discussion I am of the view that applicant has failed to prove that action of the management of General Manager, 
Telecom, BSNL Jaipur in terminating the services of Shri Ramesh Chandra is illegal & unjustified. The workman is 
not entitled to any relief. The statement of claim of the applicant is dismissed accordingly. 

16. Award as above. 


BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
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M fe#, 23 3RRJ5R, 2017 

WT.3TT. 2527.—sfteftfTRF fRRR srfsrfwi, 1947 (1947 RTF 14) r4 RR1 17 ^4 3RJWT 4 TR4R7 

WRR, 4r? 3TFP ttrskl, TJ3RRT 3TR 3RR aflT R>4 rk1 ^ RR44r RT RR5 Fi 4MR>Y 3TR RR^4 4,4^10 R' #4, 3Rp4 

4’ 444^ sftsftfw fRRTR 4 ^4 r4r TRRRT sffeftfw srfRRRUT TTcf m 'Rldldd, dteHA ^ RRTS (4r4 TRR4T 61/2012) r 4 
RRRfRJR RR# t, 4f ^4r TRRTR RR 09.10.2017 RR WR 13R ani 

[4. RRT-42025/03/2017-3TTf3TR (44j)] 

tt 44 4mt, rt Pn^ich 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2527. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 61/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chief 
Manager, Bank of Baroda, Gujarat & others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
09.10.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 61/2012 


BETWEEN : 

Sri Amrendra Singh 
S/o Sri Shiv Bahadur, 

Village and PO Bhapta, 

Distt. Sultanpur (U.P.) 

Through Representative Mr. Ran Vijay Singh 

H. No.E-4/799, Vinay Khand, 

Gomti Nagar, Lucknow 

AND 

I. The Chief Manager 
Bank of Baroda, 

Head Office, Mandvi, Distt. Baroda 
Gujrat, 

2. Asstt. General Manager 
Regional Office, Bank of Baroda 
2 nd Floor, B-23, Vibhuti Khand 
Gomti Nagar, Lucknow 

3. Branch Manager 
Bank of Baroda, 

Hanumanganj, Sultanpur 

AWARD 

1. The workman has filed petition directly under section 2A of the I.D. Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) against the Chief 
Manager, Bank of Baroda and others. In brief as per the claim statement W-l, the workman has submitted that he was 
appointed on 1.8.88 as class IV employee in the Satellite Branch, Hanumanganj, District Sultanpur of the Bank of 
Baroda which used to function only twice a week viz on every Monday and Friday, the said branch has started 
functioning as permanent regular branch since Dec.2010. The workman has stated that he was employed in the Satellite 
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11. Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act reads as under; 

“workman” means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any manual, 
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the 
terms of employment be express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in 
relation to an industrial dispute, includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or 
retrenched in connection with, or as a consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or 
retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does not include any such person:- 

(I) who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950 (46 of 1950), or 
the Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or 

(II) who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison; or 

(III) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; or 

(IV) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding (ten thousand rupees) 
per mensem or exercises either by the nature of the duties attached to the office by reason of 
the powers vested in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature).” 

12. The workman Amrendra Singh in his cross examination dated 4.4.2014 has admitted that the Satellite 
Branch used to function twice a week, from 11.00 AM to 12.40 PM, and he was paid through voucher, once a 
month. Further on 24.11.2014 the workman has stated that taking two working days in a week, he used to function 
on eight days in a month, meaning thereby for 96 days in a year, for the remaining days he used to live at his home. 
Further he has admitted that as per circular issued by the management, he did not move any application on the 
prescribed proforma, even after knowing that such circular had been issued. Another witness Sri R.B. Singh has 
stated that the Satellite branch used to function on Monday and Thursday, and he often went to his school 
alongwith his father, while visiting the school he sometimes saw Sri Amrendra Singh. 

13. So called “working Certificate”, paper no. 1/32 has been denied by the management witness Sri Kalp Nath 
Yadav in his cross examination. He has specifically asserted that the said certificate has not been issued by the 
Bank. The so called original certificate dated 23.10.1991 paper No. W-19/2, photo copy of which was filed earlier, 
is not legally admissible. The management has denied having issued any such certificate. Moreover the workman 
has not duly proved it. In the light of the evidence available on record the petitioner is not infact covered under the 
definition of “Workman” as per the provision of the I.D. Act. 

14. In (2006), 13,SCC, Regional Manager, SBI vs Mahatma Mishra page 727, Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
observed that “unfair labour practice” is not to be readily inferred. Before any conclusion on that behalf is drawn, 
the condition precedent therefor must be specified. In the present case had the petitioner applied on the prescribed 
proforma in compliance of the aforesaid circular issued by the Bank and had he been deprived of his rights 
accrued, conditions would have been different, and the plea for regularization of the petitioner might have gained 
some legal weight. 

15. After having heard the intellect arguments of both the parties at length and close scrutiny of the records 
available before the Court in the light of the prouncement of Hon’ble Supreme Court, it is inferred that the 
petitioner has failed to prove his case. Therefore he is not entitled to any relief. 

Award as above. 

LUCKNOW 

22.09.2017 


RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2528. —In partial modification of this Ministry’s Notification No. L-16014/02/2017-IR (B-II) dated 
26.09.2017 in Award I.D. No. 95/2014 of CGIT-cum-Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai, the file number be read as 
Z-16014/02/2014-IR (B-II) instead of file No. L-16014/02/2017-IR (B-II). 


[No. Z-16014/02/2014-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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M f^ft, 23 3Rf?[TO, 2017 

CFJT.3TT. 2529.— 3Ttefffe fTOU 3#[fWT, 1947 (1947 TO 14) Rlt TOT 17 TOJOTU 3 TOfa 7T7TO7 TOR 
R^fcl ^F 7FTTOT TUTS FH4MTO 37(7 RTOF TOtera ^F #5T, TOpm 4 sMfTOT fTOK ^ TO5fa 7T7TO7 sffeftfw 

3TfTOFTU/?TR -TOIdd, TOfT ^F RTO (tM 71. 13/2016) Rtf TO fm TOit t # TO?fa 7T7TO7 TO 23.10.2017 TO TOT 
■g3TT 2T1I 

[71. TT71-39025/01/2017-3ni3lR (Rt-II)] 
Tfsf TOTT7, ST^TOT 3#[TO7t 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2529. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2017-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 13/2016 


Sh. Mahendra Kumar Sharma 
S/o Shri Raj Kumar Sharma 
R/o Shanti Devi, Beside Dewaliwali 
Surjeet School, Namak Katta, 

Bharatpur Town, Bharatpur. 

V/s. 

1. Regional Manager 
Bharatpur, Bank of Baroda, 

Kali Ki Bagichi, Near Singhal 
Nursing Home, Bharatpur, Raj. 

2. Senior Manager 
Bharatpur, Bank of Baroda 

Brij Industrial State, Ricco Road, 

Near New Hospital, Bharatpur (Raj.) 

3. Assistant General Manager 
Bank of Baroda, 4 th Floor, 

Anand Bhawan, Sansar Chandra Marg, 

Jaipur. 

Petition u/s 2(A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against illegal termination of service of workman Sh. 

Mahendra Kumar Sharma w.e.f. 10.9.2014. 

AWARD 

22.6.2017 

1. Sh. Mahendra Kumar Sharma applicant filed application u/s 2-A of I.D.Act, 1947 against non-applicants for 
relief of reinstatement in the service with back wages & consequential benefits declaring order of removal from service 
dated 10.9.14 as unjust, illegal & void. 

2. According to statement of claim applicant was appointed on 25.5.2012 on the post of cleaner/ sweeper under the 
control of non-applicant No.2. Beside the work of cleaner/ sweeper applicant was also performing the work of IV 
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grade employee namely ‘Daftary’. In the morning between 8 to 10 a.m. applicant was doing the work of cleanliness, 
cleaning of door, table & chairs etc & after 10 a.m. he was assisting the job of opening the cash & taking it out. After 
performing above job he was doing the job of ‘ Daftary’ as IV class employee for entire day. It has been further 
alleged that applicant requested the non-applicants for his regularisation on many occasions but his request was not 
considered. He was working for all the 30 days in a month & paid salary on monthly rate basis. At the time of his 
removal he was in receipt of monthly salary of Rs.7500/-. Applicant was receiving the pay for every month by signing 
the vouchers & all the vouchers are in possession & control of non-applicant. 

3. It has been further alleged that on 10.9.2014 he was removed from the service without any reason. He was not 
given any show-cause notice or charge sheet. His services were terminated in unjust & illegal manner in violation of 
section 25-F & 25-H of I.D.Act, 1947, rule 77 & 78 of The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 & section 2.R.A. 
of I.D.Act, 1947. Applicant has alleged that immediately preceding the date of termination in 12 calendar month he has 
worked for more than 240 days & he has also worked for more than 240 days in each year but neither he was given 
retrenchment notice nor retrenchment compensation nor pay in lieu of notice. 

4. In para 15 of the application, applicant has alleged that he presented his dispute about removal from service 
before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Kota on 29.4.2015 but reference has not been sent for adjudication 
till date of filing this application before the tribunal on 24.9.2015, hence, applicant according to rule after laps of 45 
days has filed this application before this tribunal directly. 

5. Application of the applicant was taken on record & he was directed to file conciliation failure report which 
had not been filed till 14.3.16. On 14.3.16 application was registered & notices were sent to opposite party fixing 2.5.16 
for filing reply to statement of claim by non-applicant. Applicant was further directed to file failure report till 2.5.16. 
After 2.5.16 next successive dates 25.7.16, 19.10.16, 8.12.16, 16.1.17, 6.2.17, 8.3.17, 20.4.17 & 20.6.17 were fixed for 
filing conciliation failure report & reply to statement of claim. On 14.3.16 authority of representation was filed on 
behalf of non-applicant. Neither failure report nor reply to statement of claim was filed from both the side till 20.6.17. 

6. On 2.5.16 none appeared from both the side. Case was adjourned by the tribunal suo-moto in interest of justice 
fixing 25.7.16 for failure report & reply to statement of claim. In the later part of the day after order learned 
representative for non-applicant appeared who was made aware of the proceeding dated 2.5.16. 

7. On 25.7.16 none appeared on behalf of applicant. Learned representative of non-applicant was present who 
sought time for filing reply. 19.10.16 was next date fixed for filing failure report & reply to statement of claim. After 
order learned representative of applicant appeared who was made aware about the proceeding for 25.7.16. 

8. On 19.10.16 none appeared on behalf of both the parties. Case was again adjourned in the interest of justice by 
the tribunal suo-moto with observation that despite order of the tribunal dated 2.5.16 applicant has not filed conciliation 
failure report. Reply to statement of claim was also not filed. 8.12.16 next date was fixed. After order learned 
representative of non-applicant appeared who was made aware with the order dated 19.10.16. 

9. On 8.12.16 learned representative of non-applicant appeared, none appeared on behalf of applicant. It was 
observed that applicant is continuously remaining absent & not filing conciliation failure report which indicates that 
applicant is not interested in continuing the case further. However, the case was again adjourned fixing 16.1.17 for 
filing failure report by applicant & reply to the statement of claim by non-applicant. On 16.1.17 learned representative 
of both the parties appeared. Presiding Officer was on leave. Neither conciliation failure report nor reply to claim was 
filed. Next date 8.2.2017 was fixed for filing reply & conciliation failure report. On 8.2.2017 learned representative of 
both the parties appeared. Neither conciliation failure report nor reply to statement of claim was filed. Case was again 
adjourned by tribunal in the interest of justice fixing 8.3.2017 for filing of reply & failure report. 

10. On 8.3.2017 neither applicant appeared nor statement of claim was filed. Learned representative of non¬ 
applicant was present but reply to statement of claim was not filed. Adjourning the case next date 20.4.2017 was fixed 
for filing statement of claim & conciliation failure report. On 20.4.2017 none appeared on behalf of both parties. Again 
case was adjourned by the tribunal suo-moto fixing 20.6.2017 for filing conciliation failure report & reply to statement 
of claim. 

11. On 20.6.2017 none appeared on behalf of applicant nor conciliation failure report was filed. Learned 
representative of non-applicant appeared but reply to statement of claim was not filed. It was argued by learned 
representative of non-applicant that since long applicant is remaining absent & has not been taking step for further 
proceeding in the case whereas non-applicant has been in appearance in majority of the dates. Looking into the above 
fact & circumstances, further proceeding in the case was closed due to failure of applicant in taking step for further 
advancement of the case & case was reserved for award. It is pertinent to mention that above mentioned proceeding of 
the case is self reflecting that applicant has not been taking interest in further proceeding of the case. It further appears 
that applicant is not interested & willing in submitting failure report & taking step for further advancement of the case. 
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In the event of failure of the applicant to take part in proceeding for further advancement of the case & bringing 
material evidence on record the tribunal is unable to record the finding on merit on the issues involved in the case of the 
applicant. It is important to mention that applicant has filed only two papers on record which have been submitted 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central)/Conciliation Officer, Kota consisting of one application dated 
29.4.15 to initiate conciliation proceeding & another undated application for stopping the further proceeding of the 
case to facilitate the applicant to file an application u/s 2-A of I.D.Act, 1947. Both the applications have been sent by 
post & have been received on 29.4.15 & 5 Aug, 2015 respectively. In above fact & circumstances I am of the view that 
application of the applicant deserves to be dismissed for not taking further step for advancement of the case. 
Application of the applicant u/s 2-A of the I.D.Act, 1947 is dismissed accordingly. 

12. Award as above. 


BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

M f##, 23 3RRJ3T, 2017 

WT.31T. 2530.—aMfJpF 3TfW#RT, 1947 (1947 33 14) #t *IRT 17 # 3RJFR3 4 ### TTRPR #FRf eft. 

TRT. tDpTTH # WRRT # #45 3TB 33# <=b4<=bKT # #3, 3Rpm # 3lWlPl4> fpBK 3 ### 

TR3TR sftlftfw 3#RfRW?RT -MNM4 # 2, M # W (#v*f # 05/2017) Wf# BRcft t # ### TR7RR 
#1 23.10.2017 #1 3W f3R «TTI 

[# BBT-12012/76/2016-3Tli3TR (#-II)] 
Tfp 37RR, SEJRFT 3Tf#FRt 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2530. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 05/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
V.S. Education Consultancy and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-12012/76/2016-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 2, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 05/2017 


Shri Manish Sharma, S/o Shri Choke Lai, 

C/o General Mazdoor Union (Regd. 

T-143 , Karampura, 

New Delhi .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The Authorised Signatory, 

M/s V.S. Education Consultancy, 

184 Trikona Park, Maharani Bagh, 

New Delhi-110014. 

2. The Canara Bank, 

B-39, Ilnd Floor, 

Cannaught Place, Middle Circle, 

Near PVR Plaza, 

New Delhi-110001 ...Management 

AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L- 
12012/76/2016(IR(B-II9) dated 03.03.2017 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 
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“Whether the action of the immediate employer M/s. V.S. Consultancy, New Delhi in the establishment of 
Canara Bank, B-39 , Cannaught Palce, New Delhi in terminating the services of Shri Manish Sharma, S/o 
Shri Choke Lai w.e.f 25.01.2016 is legal and justified. What relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 


2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the 
above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against 
the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : September 11, 2017 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M 23 SRqsrL 2017 

44\31T. 2531 — sMfw -[#415 srfsrfWT, 1947 (1947 44 14) «TTTT 17 # 31 ft 717447 ftqft eft 

7(71. TTl^FT 47 44##i # 71475 Pi4M<*>T 3Tl7 44# # #4, 3ppm ft f##4 3tWlPl<h f44K 3 ###F 

717447 3tWlPl<h 3ftft44W?4T 71. 2, 4 $ # #414 (tM 71. 8/2017) 44 444f#4 417# t # ### 717447 44 

23.10.2017 44 W4 ’534 ail I 


[71. TT44—12012/75/2016— 3U^31T7 (#-II)] 
Tf4 4447, 31^414 3##44ft 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2531. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. V.S. 
Education Consultancy and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-12012/75/2016-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 2, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 8/2017 


C/o General Mazdoor Union (Regd.) 

Rep. through its General Secretary, 

T-143 , Karampura, 

New Delhi-110045 ...Workman 

Versus 

1. The Authorised Signatory, 

M/s V.S. Education Consultancy, 

184 Trikona Park, Maharani Bagh, 

New Delhi-110014. 
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2. The Canara Bank, 

B-39, Ilnd Floor, 

Cannaught Place, Middle Circle, 

Near PVR Plaza, 

New Delhi-110001 ...Management 

AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L- 
12012/75/2016(IR(B-II)) dated 06.03.2017 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the following demands of the trade union named General Mazdoor Union (Regd.) against the 
management of M/s. V.S. Education Consultancy and (2) Canara Bank, B-39, 2 nd floor, Cannaught Place, 
Middle Circle, Near P.V.R Plaza, New Delhi are justified and the workman employed by contractor 5 M/s. 
V.S.Education Consultancy , Maharani Bagh, New Delhi and Canara Bank , B-39 , 2 nd floor , Cannaught 
Palce Middle Circle , New Delhi are entitled for said benefits. If not, then what relief the said union and 
workmen employed with above said employers are entitled to ?” (1) The demands to provide over time @ 
double to workmen (2) The demand to provide ESI and EPF to all workmen (3) The demands to provide 
minimum wages to all the workmen (4) The demands to issue appointment letter to all the workmen from 
back date (5) The demands to provide bonus @ 20% of salary to workmen.” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the claimant union as well as the managements. Neither 
the postal article sent to the claimant union referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that 
postal services remained affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact 
that the above notice was served upon the claimant union. Despite service of the notice, claimant union opted to 
abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on behalf of them. Thus, it is clear that the workman 
union is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman union has neither put in their appearance nor have they led any evidence so as to prove their 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : September 11, 2017 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


M 23 374TJ47, 2017 

eFT.31T. 2532.—3lWlPl4i f44K srfqfwi, 1947 (1947 47T 14) 4lt TO! 17 # Sl^TOl # ### 7T747T7 #7T7f #. 
T7B. tr^EFTH # 44444 # 714^ Pi 4 N 44 3TB 44# 4#47T# # #4, 3FJ44 # 3lWlPl4> f44T4 3 ### 

3lWlPl4> 3Tf4477W44 ^TPTIVR 71. 2, 4^ f## 47 #414 (3## 71. 9/2017) 47T 44##4 477# t #1 ### 31747T7 4# 
23.io.20i7 #r to m 

[7T. 471-12012/74/2016-3T#3TR (#-II)] 
#4 47417, 3T4TOT 3#[4TT# 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2532. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 9/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. V.S. 
Education Consultancy and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-12012/74/2016-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT NO. 2, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 9/2017 


Shri Gaurav Kumar S/o Late Shri Dev Raj, 

C/o General Mazdoor Union (Regd.) 

T-143 , Karampura, 

New Delhi .. .Workman 


Versus 

1. The Authorised Signatory, 

M/s. V.S. Education Consultancy, 

184 Trikona Park, Maharani Bagh, 

New Delhi-110014. 

2. The Canara Bank, 

B-39, Ilnd Floor, 

Cannaught Place, Middle Circle, 

Near PVR Plaza, 

New Delhi-110001 ...Management 

AWARD 


In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No. L-12012/74/2016- 
IR(B-II) dated 06.03.2017 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for 
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the action of the immediate employer M/s V.S. Education Consultancy, New Delhi in the 
establishment of Canara Bank, B-39, Cannaught Place, New Delhi in terminating the services of Shri Gourav 
Kumar S/o Late Dev Raj w.e.f. 11.02.2016 is legal and justified. If not, What relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Claimant opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements Neither the 
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the 
above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workmen has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against 
the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : September 11, 2017 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M 23 SPRjjB, 2017 


7FT.31T. 2533.— sMfw srfsjfwr, 1947 (1947 R4 14) Rft RT71 17 3FJ07H 3 ^#4 717447 ^7T7f eft. 

TIB. T1T7/H ^ WRT4 ^ 7745 3TtT <=b4<=bK)' ^ #4, SFpm 3lWlPl<h R ^£#4 

717447 3lWlPl4> 3#7*1TW?1R «4l4ld4 7T. 2, M ^ W (tM 71. 86/2016) 44 R44 fw 45# t, # TE47R 

44 23.10.2017 44 WR R3H *411 


[71. "0^4—12012/77/2016—3TT^3TR (Rt-II)] 
Tfa 47R17, 3#R47t 
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New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2533. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
V.S. Education Consultancy and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-12012/77/2016-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT NO. 2, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 86/2016 


Shri Mohd. Naushad S/o Shri Leyakat Hussain, 

C/o General Mazdoor Union (Regd.) 

T-143, Karampura, 

New Delhi .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The Authorised Signatory, 

M/s V.S. Education Consultancy, 

184 Trikona Park, Maharani Bagh, 

New Delhi-110014. 

2. The Canara Bank, 

B-39, Ilnd Floor, 

Cannaught Place, Middle Circle, 

Near PVR Plaza, 

New Delhi-110001 ...Management 


AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L-12012/77/2016- 
IR(B-II)) dated 17.11.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for 
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the workman is entitled for reinstatement with all benefits? If not then what other relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the 
above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against 
the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : September 11, 2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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M 23 2017 

WT.3TT. 2534—sMte fRRTR srfsjfwi, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rit «TTTT 17 ^ 3PJRRTT RRFR ^RTf Rt. 

RR. RAW^-rI ^ RRRRR ^ RR5 Ph4NR4 3^ r4r>kY RT #R, SFjRR 4 sffeftfw fRRK R ^#1 

RTRRT 3MfW 3lfRRRnT/RR ^TRTTRR R. 2, M fe# R' RR1R (RR*f R. 89/2016) RR RRRfw RRcft t, Rf ^#4 R7RRT 
RR 

23.10.2017 RR WR f3TT Rtl 

[R. TTRT-12012/78/2016-3H^31R (Rt-II)] 
TfR RRTR, 3TRRRT 3#RTRt 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2534. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 89/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
V.S. Education Consultancy and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 

[No. L-12012/78/2016-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT NO. 2, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 89/2016 


Shri Ankit S/o Late Shri Bhagwan Singh, 

C/o General Mazdoor Union (Regd.) 

T-143 , Karampura, 

New Delhi .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The Authorised Signatory, 

M/s V.S. Education Consultancy, 

184 Trikona Park, Maharani Bagh, 

New Delhi-110014. 

2. The Canara Bank, 

B-39, Ilnd Floor, 

Cannaught Place, Middle Circle, 

Near PVR Plaza, 

New Delhi-110001 ...Management 

AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No. L-12012/78/2016- 
IR(B-II) dated 06.12.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for 
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the workman Shri Ankit, Data Entry Operator is entitled for reinstatement with all benefits? If not, 
then what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Claimant opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the 
above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the 
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proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 


4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against 
the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this 
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : September 11, 2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


M fc#, 23 3TOj4p, 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2535.— 3lk)Pl4> f44T4 3lM444, 1947 (1947 471 14) 4lt 4131 17 # 34]3I34 4 TO#4 3R4713 #41 

3441 #441 47 44444 # 3345 f#41447l' sf|3 44# cbkbHJ # #4, 3PJ44 4 3lklPl<=b f44J4 4 3134113 

3lklPl4> 3#|413W3r4 -4I4M4, dtelHA # 4414 (3## 31. 25/2006) 44 447lf?14 473# f, # TO#4 4pcf?R 23.10.2017 
44 4TO 7134 411 

[31. 4)4-12011/62/2006-34#413 (#-II)] 
3f4 47413, 314414 3#[447t 


New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2017 

S.O. 2535. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Central Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.10.2017. 


[No. L-12011/62/2006-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 25/2006 

Ref.No. L-1201 l/62/2006-IR(B-II) dated 15.09.2006 


BETWEEN : 

The General Secretary 
Central Bank Staff Association, 

13/11, Shiv Nagar Colony,Allahapur 
Allahabad 

AND 

1. The Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, Regional Office, Lanka 
Varanasi (U.P.)-221001 


AWARD 

1. By order No. L-120121/62/2006-IR(B-II) dated 15.09.2006 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the General Secretary, Central Bank 
Staff Association, Allahabad and the Regional Manager, Central Bank of India, Regional Office, Varanasi for 
adjudication. 
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2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA IN 
IMPOSING THE PUNISHMENT OF REDUCTION TO LOWER STAGE IN THE TIME SCALE 
OF PAY BY TWO STAGES ON SH. RAJMANI MISHRA, CLERK VIDE ORDER DATED 
14.5.2004 AND VIDE APPELLETTE AUTHORITY’S ORDER DATED 10.11.2004 IS LEGAL AND 
JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF IS THE CONCERNED WORKMAN ENTITLED TO?” 

3. As per claim statement A1-3 the petitioner has stated in brief that he has been active member of the union, so he 
was subject to harassment and victimization on the part of the management authorities, he was suspended vide memo 
dated 10.09.2002, which was revoked vide order dated 16.09.2003, he was illegally and arbitrarily kept under 
suspension without any reason and was paid suspension allowance. Illegal charge sheet dated 30.01.2003 was served 
upon him, earlier Sri O.P. Singh was appointed as enquiry officer but the opposite party further appointed Sri V.S. 
Chaubey in his place, Sri James Xavier was appointed as enquiry officer, enquiry was partly conducted, he was 
replaced by Sri Rakesh Tewari and lastly Sri V.S.Chaubey was appointed as enquiry officer to enquire the charges. 
These changes were made because earlier enquiry officers were not suited to the management. The enquiry officer was 
in very haste and predetermined, without closing the management evidence the workman was asked to produce his 
witness or to cross examine of MW-1. 

4. The petitioner has asserted that security arrangements are the joint responsibility of the Branch Manager and/or 
other authorities. During enquiry the petitioner demanded 11 documents on 27.08.2003, document at sl.no. 1 was never 
provided document si.no.7 & 9 were claimed as privileged documents and that at sl.no. 10 was treated as irrelevant. 
Primary investigation report was not provided. The version of the defence representative was overruled by enquiry 
officer without any reason avoiding the principle of natural justice. The enquiry officer stated that only those 
documents were provided to the defence which were used against him either for preparation of charge sheet or during 
enquiry proceedings, it was misconception of law, non providing of documents is clear denial of the reasonable 
opportunity to defence. The management has leveled the charge that the sum of Rs.7.00 lakhs was taken away by the 
miscreants due to lack of security as such, these documents were not privileged documents, map of bank premises was 
also not provided. It has been asserted by the petitioner that he was Head Cashier, he accompanied Sri G.K. Srivastava, 
Dy. Manager while opening and closing the strong room and thus they were having joint responsibility of security 
system and its short coming as well. The management witness has admitted during the enquiry that the Branch 
Manager was duty bound to rectify the defects in the security system. Documents mentioned at seriol number 7,9 and 
11 were not provided, neither any decision was taken. The question relating to the measure to rectify the cash security 
system was asked to the management witness in order to avoid the repetition of incidence of 2.8.2002, but this fact was 
not mentioned by the enquiry officer, no armed guard was posted in the Branch in the period w.e.f. 1.1.2002 to 
20.5.2003, enquiry officer did not consider the lapse on the part of the bank authorities. On the date of incident, 2 
officers, 5 clerks and 1 peon was present in the Bank hall, officiating head cashier(petitioner), 2 cashier and 1 peon 
were present in the cash section but the opposite party did not produce these relevant material witnesses, only evidence 
of the Branch Manager was produced but he was non material witness. After the incident, lot of changes were made in 
the security system, short comings was there earlier, the defence demanded the current pass book on which record of 
sorting of notes was being made but this was denied without any reason. The statements of defence witnesses were not 
considered by the enquiry officer, without waiting for the written arguments as per the request of the petitioner, enquiry 
report dated 14.2.2004 was submitted. There was no locking hooks in the carry cash box. It was brought to the notice of 
the enquiry officer that no lock was available for carrying cash cabin, and in fact MW-1 never checked the position of 
the cash box etc. The representation dated 15.3.2004 was also not considered by the disciplinary authority and without 
application of mind punishment was imposed of lowering down to lower stage in the time scale by two stages. Appeal 
filed by the petitioner was also rejected without recording any reason. Balance salary for the period of suspension was 
not paid to the petitioner, it was clearly an arbitrary and illegal order. With the aforesaid pleadings request has been 
made by the petitioner workman to set aside the impugned order dated 14.5.2004, another administrative order dated 
2.9.2005 and the appellate order dated 10.11.2004 

5. As per the list C-6 several documents have been annexed by the petitioner. 

6. As per the written statement M-24/3, while denying the allegations leveled by the workman, the opposite party 
has stated in brief that the petitioner was working as officiating Head Cashier at Zero Road, Allahabad on 2.8.2002 and 
he had committed serious omission & commissions. Due care was not taken by the petitioner in transmiting the cash to 
cash cabin in a locked box. Earlier also the cash was transmitted in the box having no locking hooks. The cash cabin 
was not tied with chains. He has taken out the cash and placed it on the counter, and kept the bundles of Rs.10/- 
denomination on the floor besides the Cash box. Rs.50/- and Rs.100/- were lying in the same box which was not having 
locking hooks. The petitioner has allowed high quantum of cash to remain in the unlocked cash box exposing its 
security and bank interest. The opposite party has asserted that the workman has kept “In and Out register” in cash 
cabin while it should be kept in strong room with safe. Record of quantum and denomination which he used to pass on 
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to the sorting cashier was not maintained by him. He has not taken ordinary prudence to keep the required vigilance 
and alertness which resulted in loss of Rs.7 lakhs in cash from his custody on 2.8.2002, he has thereby committed gross 
misconduct in terms of Bipartite Settlement dated 19.10.77, therefore memo was issued and written explanation was 
sought and departmental enquiry was initiated and charge sheet was issued since some officers were transferred to 
other place so the enquiry officer was changed from time to time. Defence representative was appointed by the 
petitioner. Enquiry was conducted as per settled norms and as per principle of natural justice, reasonable and full 
opportunity was provided to the employee to prove his innocence. The petitioner has participated in the domestic 
enquiry proceedings along with his defence representative, few documents were submitted by him before enquiry 
officer and he was permitted to cross-examine by the management witness. After conclusion of enquiry proceeding 
show case memo was issued by disciplinary authority regarding punishment. Taking into account gravity of the charges 
leveled against the petitioner and charges which have been proved properly, penalty of “Bringing him down to lower 
state in the time scale by 2 stages” was imposed. Appeal was also preferred which was duly disposed off. All the 
relevant papers were provided to the petitioner and unnecessary documents and classified documents were not given. 

7. The opposite party has further asseted that the workman did not challenge, neither he disprove the 
authenticity/genuineness of the documents during the course of enquiry, therefore the documents produced by the 
management were treated as genuine. The opposite party has also submitted that if this Tribunal comes to the 
conclusion that the principle of natural justice was not followed and the reasonable opportunity for defence was not 
afforded to the petitioner then in that case, the management of Central Bank would like to prove the charges against the 
petitioner. The present claim has been highly belated and overstale. With the aforesaid averments, prayer has been 
made by the management to adjudicate the matter against the petitioner workman. 

8. With strong denial of the main facts mentioned in the written statement, rejoinder A-27 has been filed by the 
workman, reiterating the pleas taken in the claim statement. 

9. The management has filed certain documents as per list C-28. 

10. The workman has adduced his evidence in the form of affidavit A-34. He has been cross-examined on behalf of 
the management. 

11. The management submitted the affidavit A-35 of Sri V.S. Chaubey, ARM of the bank, he has been thoroughly 
cross examined on behalf of the workman. 

12. Preliminary issue was framed by the then Presiding Officer/Hon’ble Judge on 12.12.2013. This issue has been 
decided vide order dated 3.6.2915 passed by me, against the management. Opportunity was provided to the 
management to adduce evidence against the workman before this Tribunal. Thereafter the management filed affidavit 
M-5 of Sri K.S.Wadia, Chief Manager of the Bank, he was thoroughly cross-examined on behalf of the workman. 

13. Arguments of both the parties have been heard at length and record has been scanned thoroughly. 

14. As pointed out hereinabove, preliminary issue regarding fairness of the enquiry, has been decided against the 
management vide order dated 3.6.2015 passed by this Tribunal. Thereafter the management, on being provided 
opportunity, filed the affidavit A-34 of Sri K.S. Wadia in its evidence; he was cross-examined on behalf of the 
workman. It might be quite pertinent to mention here that the workman Sri Rajmani Mishra, has in para 10 to para 15 
of his affidavit has specifically alleged that the mentioned documents were requested by him during the domestic 
enquiry. Learned AR for the management did not cross-excamine the workman on these points. Further in para 18 and 
19, the security arrangement at the bank and non-posting of the Armed Guard, has been stated on oath by the workman, 
again he has not been cross-examined on these paras. In para 20 of the affidavit A-34, the workman has asserted that on 
the alleged date of incident 2 bank officers, 5 clerks and one peon were present in the banking hall. But the 
management has not chosen to produce these relevant and material witness and only Branch Manager was produced 
who was sitting in his Cabin. On this point. The management refrained to elaborate the facts in cross-examination. On 
the other hand the management witness Sri V.S. Chobey has also been cross-examined quite comprehensively, on 
behalf of the workman. 

15. Dti K.S. Wadia in his cross-examination dated 17.08.2016, has stated in para 2 that he did not enquire the 
incident after the occurrence, the enquiry conducted by the senior officers has not been brought to the notice of this 
Court. In para 7 he has stated that the security arrangement of the branch is joint responsibility, and the management is 
to be looked after by the Branch Manager. Regarding lock etc. he has been cross-examine in para 9 of his statement. In 
last para of his cross-examination of Sri K.S. Wadia has asserted that after the incident security guard was posted in the 
branch. 

16. After having heard the intellect arguments of both the parties at length and perusal of the record available before 
the Court, it is inferred neither the domestic enquiry was fair, nor the alleged punishment imposed on the workman was 
just and proper. Lowering the pay of the workman by two lower stages, vide order dated 14.05.2004, can not be 
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adjudged as legal and justified. The workman is entitled to get the genuine pay scale, as per rules, treating that the 
impugned punishment order dated 14.05.2004 does not exist. Arrears shall be paid to him within ten weeks from the 
date of notification of the award, failing which the management shall pay interest @ 6% per annum. 

17. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW 

08.09.2017 


RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

M 24 3RPJ5R, 2017 

WT.31T. 2536.— 3lklRich fRRTR srfqfwr, 1947 (1947 RR 14) R?t RRT 17 ^ 3RJRRJT 3 ^#4 RRER 
Id^lKsllM'dHH Rf£ RRRRR RT RR£ FH4MR>T RRfRRR RT #R, 3RJRR sMfiTRt fRR[R 3 

RTRiR 3tWlPlR SlfRRRUT/RR ^RTRIRIR, ^ RRTR (RR4 R. 15/2014) RR RRRfRTR RRcft f Rfl RTRRT RR 24. 

10.2017 RR WR 13R RT| 

[R. RRT-39025/01/2010-a^3lR (Rl-II)] 
TfR R7RR, ST^RTR SrfRRTRt 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2536. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 12 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 15/2014 


Between: 

Sri V. Lakshminarayana, 

S/o Late Dhana Raju, 

D.No.MIG 2A, 103, 

VUDA Colony, Vinayak Nagar, 

Peda Gantyada, 

Visakhapatnam ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Material Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri V. 
Lakshminarayana, against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay 
together with interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 
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2. The contentions of the- Petitioner in brief arc as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except three 
months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% 
interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 as 
W.K., M.M. Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam Port 
Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent dated 
11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.W1 to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
12 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri V. Lakshminarayana NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Photostat copy of retirement order 

Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 
Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt. 11.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M fe#, 24 3PRJTO, 2017 

TO.31T. 2537.— 4k) Pi 4> 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 TO 14) TO) TOT 17 ^4 31^04 4’ TOjfa ^RTOR 

H TOTTOT TO TOS PH^Wf 4k TOTTO 4,4 to 4 TO #4, TOJTOf 4 4k)pTO fTTO 4' TO#4 


Ex.Wl 

Ex.W2 

Ex.W3 
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New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2537.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 12 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 13/2014 

Between: 

Sri S. Jagdeeswara Rao, 

S/o Late Ranga Rao, 

Flat No. 370, Sri Seetharama Nilayam, 

Vislakshinagar, 

Visakhapatnam ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Material Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ... Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri S. Jagdeeswara Rao, against 
the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with interest at 24% per 
annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief are as follows:- 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service under 
Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 30.6.2000. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except three months notice 
pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% interest and such other 
reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner established 
his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination:- 


Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 14 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 1/2012 


Between : 

Sri B.V. Chandra Bob, 

S/o Late John, 

D.No. 1-104-16, 

MVP Colony, 

V isakhapatnam ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Traffic Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri B. V. Chandra Bob, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief arc as follow s : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.5.2004. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except the 
three months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 
24% interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement pension order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.5.2004 
as Head Assistant in T.M. Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by 
the Respondent dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.W 1 to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 
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AND 

The Chief Material Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri V. Devaratnam, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief arc as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except three 
months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% 
interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 as 
S.S.K., M.M. Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam 
Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent 
dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
12 th day of September, 2017. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 
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ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri A. Veeraraju, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief are as follow s : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 2.4.2004. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except the three 
months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% 
interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 2.4.2004 as Ward 
Keeper, M.M. Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam 
Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent 
dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
12 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri A. Veeraraju NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Ex. W1 : Photostat copy of retirement order 

Ex.W2 : Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 

Ex.W3 : Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt.l 1.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2541.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 10/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 12 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 10/2014 

Between: 

Sri M. Vasudeva Rao, 

S/o Late Ramulu, 

D.No. 49-53-18/1/1, 

Balayyasastry Layout, 

Visakhapatnam-13 ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Material Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ... Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri M. Vasudeva Rao, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief arc as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except the 
three months notice pay/ Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 
24% interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 
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4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 as DSK 
in M.M. Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam Port 
Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent dated 
11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support fromEx.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
12 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri M. Vasudeva Rao NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Ex. W1 : Photostat copy of retirement order 

Ex.W2 : Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 

Ex.W3 : Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt. 11.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 


M 24 3RRJ37, 2017 

eFT.3TT. 2542—3MfW srfqfwi, 1947 (1947 '37T 14) RK1 17 31;j7K u l R TPRR17 

WRPT TRRg: PHdMcbl ark ^PR 4>4 <*>kT #Ef, SPJsfa 4' 4 ^#4 

7PRR17 sMfw 3#RfRW3RT «4l4ld4, i«NK ^ 4^17 (tM 71. 8/2014) Rll wfw TOt t, # 7PRR17 Rll 24. 

10.2017 RPR f3TT «T1I 

[71. -qRT-39025/01/2010-31^3117 («ft-H)] 


TfW RR117, ST^Rpri 3#PRT7l 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2542.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
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Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Visakhapatnam Port 
Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 12 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 8/2014 


Between : 

Sri B. Bhaskara Rao, 

S/o Late Satyanarayana, 

D.No. 4-88-2/1, Yendada, 

Rajeev Nagar, Rishikonda, 

V isakhapatnam ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Manager, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri B. Bhaskara Rao, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief are as follow s : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.1.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except the 
three months notice pay/ Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 
24% interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement pension order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.1.2001 
as Kh[sh]., in CE Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam 
Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent 
dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
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coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
12 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: B. Bhaskara Rao NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Ex. W1 : Photostat copy of retirement pension order 

Ex.W2 : Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 

Ex.W3 : Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt. 11.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M ferft, 24 3141J47, 2017 

7F4.31T. 2543.—sMPl4> srftrfwi, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4/1 4171 17 ^ 3FJ7P41 3 ^#4 717447 

P^IKsINcHH Tfli 474 <£ WR14 ^ 7145 PH4M4>T 4t 444 cb4=hl<f ^ #4, 3lWlPl4> f4415 R ^#4 

TOR 3lWlPl4> 3#RTO4/9rR TO14I7T4, sklMK ^ 4414 (tM 71. 19/2012) 44 wfw RTtft t, # ^TO#4 717447 44 24. 
10.2017 44 W4 134T «T1| 

[71. 1^-39025/01/2010-3H#3H7 («ft-II)] 
7f4 44117, sr^'JTFT 3#P447t 

New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 22 nd day of August, 2017 


M.P. No. 19/2012 
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Between : 

Sri K. Kasi Viswanadha Rao, 

D.No. 37-10-154, Ayyappa Nagar, 

Muralinagar, 

V isakhapatnam ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Medical Engineer, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. B. Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri K Kasi 
Viswanadha Rao, Ex. Sanitary Inspector, against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of 
three months notice pay together with interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 30 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.12.2000. While serving in the Respondent’s organization, he was deputed 
to Yanbu in Saudi Arabia through Dredging Corporation of India for two years on contract basis and he was relieved 
from service with effect from 20.8.1981. It is submitted that the Petitioner is entitled to leave salary at the rate of one 
day for every twelve days of service at Yanbu and after completion of deputation period, he requested the concerned 
authority to credit the same to his leave account. But it was in vain. He further submitted that his colleagues, by name. 
Sir B. Krishna Rao, and B. Dhrama Raju, got the benefit of 60 days leave salary. Hence, this petition is filed to direct 
the Respondent to pay 60 days leave salary as agreed upon with 24% interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W6. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W6 is the Photostat copy of pension 
payment order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 13.5.1993 as Sr. 
S.I., under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the copy of the order of deputation. Ex.W3 is the copy of the letter 
of clarification given by DCI regarding leave salary. Ex.W4 is the copy of representation. Ex.W5 is the copy of legal 
notice and Ex.W6 is the copy of reply notice. As can be seen from Ex.W3 it is clear that those who were deputed to 
work at Yanbu for two years, are entitled to leave salary at the rate of one day for every twelve days of service at 
Yanbu. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.W 1 to Ex.W6. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the letter of clarification given by Dredging Corporation of India regarding leave salary, the 
Petitioner is entitled to get 60 days of leave salary. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, 
he is entitled for reasonable interest also. 

This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay 60 days leave salary to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 


Ordered accordingly. 
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Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
22 nd day of August, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: K. Kasi Viswanadha Rao NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 


Photostat copy of pension payment order 
Photostat copy of Deputation order 
Photostat copy of clarification given by DCI 
Photostat copy of representation 
Photostat copy of legal notice 
photostat copy of reply notice 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M ferft, 24 2017 

=Fn\3TT. 2544.— 3tWlP|ck 3Tf4fWT, 1947 (1947 ^RT 14) ^KT 17 ^ 3^B<u| 4 1WR 

Idtji i teiNino 4t4 'srs 4> WRiw ^ rndNchT ark ^ # 4 , sppm 4' 444? 3M4 ft 4 444r 

TOR 3tWlPl<h 344RW9R sktMK 4 h4lZ (b 44 4. 22/2012) 4l Wf4l wt t, 444 TOR 4 24. 

10.2017 44 W7T 13RT ani 

[4. ^-39025/01/2010-3143^ (4t-II)] 
44 47RR, 3 ^wt 344^t4 


Ex.Wl 

Ex.W2 

Ex.W3 

Ex.W4 

Ex.W5 

Ex.W6 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2544.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 14 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 22/2012 


Between: 

Sri M. Atchuta Rao, 

Plot No. 2A, Gayatri Nagar, 

P.M. Palem, 

Visakhapatnam ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Manager (OP), 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam 


...Respondent 
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Appearances : 


For the Petitioner 

: Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent 

: None 


ORDER 


This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri M. Atchuta Rao, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except the 
three months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 
24% interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement pension order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 
as Head Assistant in Manager (OP) Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of 
the Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued 
by the Respondent dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
14 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


WW1: Sri M. Atchuta Rao 


Witnesses examined for the Responden 
NIL 
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Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Ex.W 1 : Photostat copy of retirement order 

Ex.W2 : Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 

Ex.W3 : Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt.l 1.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 24 2017 

WT.31T. 2545.—sMfW 14RK srfqfWT, 1947 (1947 14) 41 SfKT 17 4 4 444l TOR 

f^TRsrRTOR 44 ztz 4 btos: f444i4f 44 rr4 4 , 4^111 4 44, spj4sr 4' f44^ sMfw f4RK 4 444 

btotr 4WiPi<b 344 ^tot/9pt tomr, i<UHK 4 4 rtc (b44 4. 7 / 2011 ) 4r ychiP^id 141444 ttto/r 4t 24 . 10 . 
2017 4t W7T f3TF «TTI 

[4. T(?r-39025/01/2010-3Ilf3Trc (41-11)] 
44 'TOTR, SRRPT 3#FTO4 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2545.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Visakhapatnam Port 
Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 13 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 7/2011 

Between : 

Sri Venkata Krishanan. Rajagopalan 
S/o Late Venkatakrishnan, 

D.No.45-38-58, Jagannadhapuram, 

Akkayyapalem, 

V isakhapatnam ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Director, R & P, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Sri Venkata Krishanan. 
Rajagopalan against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay 
together with interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 
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2. The contentions of the- Petitioner in brief arc as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 35 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except three 
months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% 
interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established his claim by filing his examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 as Head 
Asst. R & P Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the Visakhapatnam Port 
Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by the Respondent dated 
11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.W1 to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme..”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months 
notice pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest 
also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
13 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: Venkata Krishanan. Rajagopalan NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Photostat copy of retirement order 

Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 
Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt.l 1.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 24 SPRJTO, 2017 

TOT.31T. 2546—sMte fTOK srfkrfWT, 1947 (1947 TO 14) TOT 17 ^ 31^04 ^ ^rpp=ppr qppp^q 

TOf 'HTS WTOT TT TO75 fTOTOTO 3TR TO* 44*111 ^ TOpfa pf 3lWlPl* fTTO 4 TO5fa TOTOT 3lWlPl* 


Ex.Wl 

Ex.W2 

Ex.W3 
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3jfRRRUT/RR "MWId'M, 'SjRHW R- RR1H (RR4 4 08/2016) RR wfw t, RT RRRR Rlt 24.10.2017 RR WR 

7[3R RTI 

[R. RRT-3801 l/03/2015-3TTf3TR (R[-II)] 
TfR ^RR, R^RFl srfRRTR) 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2546.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 08/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Paradip 
Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-38011/03/2015-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 08/2016 

Date of Passing Award - 11 th September, 2017 
No. L-38011/03/2015-IR (B-II) dated : 5/13.01.2016 

Between: 

The Traffic Manager, 

Traffic Department, 

Paradip Port Trust, Paradip, 

Dist. Jagatsinghpur, Odisha ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

The General Secretary, 

Paradip Port Workers’ Union, Badapadia, 

Paradip Port, Dist. Jagatsinghpur, Odisha .. .2 nd Party-Union 

Appearances : 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management. 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union 

ORDER 

None appears on behalf of the Union on repeated calls. It is seen from the record that the case is lingering for the 
last two years without any steps on behalf of the Union to file its statement of claim and neither the Union nor the 
workman appeared for the last several adjournments. In the above back drop, it may be presumed that either the dispute 
has been resolved amicably or the parties are not interested to pursue the same. Hence the Tribunal has no alternative 
than returning the reference without any adjudication for non-appearance of the workman/Union and non-filing of the 
statement of claim despite the reference being made in January, 2016 and the case having afforded fifteen 
adjournments. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M fRRrft, 24 3RRjjR, 2017 

EFJT.31T. 1247— 3jWlP|cb fRRlR Rf£rfRRR, 1947 (1947 RTF 14) R>t RTR 17 3RJRRR 3 RRRR 

Rfi R7R Ep RRRRR RF RR^ fRRTRRR 3TR RRER R>4r>I<T RT #R, 3RJRR R rW|P|R> fRRIR R RRfcf 
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6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 28.2.2001 as Fitter 
Gr.II, OHC, CME Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by 
the Respondent dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme.”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months notice 
pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest also. 

This point is answered accordingly. 

Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
13 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

WW1: Sri M. Surya Rao NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Photostat copy of retirement order 

Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 
Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt. 11.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M ferft, 24 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2548.— 3tklP|ch srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 47T 14) 4?) 4KT 17 ^ 3FJWT 3 ^#4 TR47R 

^ 44444 ^ 7T4^ [H4M44 3TR 44^ <=b4<=bKT ^ #3, SFJ44 3 3(WlPl4> f4414 3 

TR4TR 3klPl+ 3lf447W4R ektMK 47 W (tM Tf. 34/2011) 44 444%4 45# t, Wf TP44T 44 24. 

10.2017 44 W4 7[34 4T| 

[4. 4)4-39025/01/2010-34^414 (4t-II)] 
Tf4 47RH, sr^HFT 3#[47Rl 


Ex.Wl 

Ex.W2 

Ex.W3 


New Delhi, the 24th October, 2017 

S.O. 2548.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 34/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.10.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 







ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 13 th day of September, 2017 

M.P. No. 34/2011 

Between: 

Smt. Ch. Savitri, 

D.No. 16-59/A, 

Bank of India Colony, 

Prahladapuram, 

Visakhapatnam ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Director, R & P, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Visakhapatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Sri M. Babji Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : None 

ORDER 

This petition under Sec.33 C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is filed by petitioner Smt.Ch. Savitri, 
against the respondent, Visakhapatnam Port Trust, seeking for payment of three months notice pay together with 
interest at 24% per annum as agreed by the Respondent management. 

2. The contentions of the Petitioner in brief arc as follows : 

The Petitioner has served under the Respondent’s organization for more than 25 years and retired from service 
under Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 31.3.2001. The Respondent had paid all the retirement benefits except three 
months notice pay. Hence, this petition is filed to direct the Respondent to pay three months notice pay with 24% 
interest and such other reliefs. 

3. Having received the notice of this petition the Respondent remained absent and was set ex-parte. Petitioner 
established her claim by filing her examination in chief affidavit proved some documents which have been marked as 
Ex.Wl to W3. 

4. Heard the Petitioner. 

5. The Point that arise for determination: 

Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief sought for? 

6. Point :- The workman is examined as WW1 and proved Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. Ex.Wl is the Photostat copy of 
retirement order of the Petitioner which establishes that the Petitioner has retired from service w.e.f. 31.3.2001 as 
Sr.Assistant, R & P Department under voluntary retirement scheme. Ex.W2 is the Photostat copy of the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board Resolution dated 30.10.1991. Ex.W3 is the photostat copy of the circular issued by 
the Respondent dated 11.3.1999. The evidence of WW1 finds support from Ex.Wl to Ex.W3. 

7. The above discussed documents and the evidence of the Petitioner as WW1 substantiates the contentions of the 
Petitioner. The Respondents remained absent on the date of hearing and failed to adduce any rebuttal evidence and as 
such the evidence of the workman remained unchallenged. Considering the unchallenged testimony of the Petitioner 
coupled with Ex.W3, the circular of the Respondent, “ to pay three months notice pay wherever necessary in the case 
of all the employees who retired under Voluntary Retirement Scheme.”, Petitioner is entitled to get three months notice 
pay. Since, he has been denied the said payment inspite of his requests, he is entitled for reasonable interest also. 


This point is answered accordingly. 
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Result : 

In the result, petition is allowed. Respondent shall pay three months notice pay to the Petitioner together with 
interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of filing of this petition till the date of realization. The said amount shall be paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner within one month from the date of this order. 

Ordered accordingly. 

Typed to my dictation by Personal Assistant, transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on this the 
13 th day of September, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondents 

WW1: Smt. Ch. Savitri NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1 : Photostat copy of retirement order 

Ex.W2 : Photostat copy of Visakhapatnam Port Trust Board resolution dt.30.10.91 

Ex.W3 : Photostat copy of circular issued by the Respondent dt. 11.3.99 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 


RAKESH 

SUKUL 
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